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Abstract
Domestic violence (DV) is a significant social issue requiring a thoughtful and dedicated
response. At present, many social service agencies and governmental bodies have a
responsibility to provide a response to DV. Increasingly, innovative service delivery
models are being used to construct more coherent responses to the violence. One such
model, originates from the United States is entitled the Family Justice Centre model. This
model of service delivery consists of the agencies responding to DV residing within the
same building. The goal of this model is to improve the access to service for victims and
to improve collaborative efforts between organizations in response to DV. In Ontario,
Canada, the Family Violence Project of the Waterloo Region (FVP) is the first co-located
DV model of service delivery. Comprised of twelve partners from the Criminal Justice
System (CJS) and the non-profit sector, the FVP was initially designed to streamline
services to victims and provide one-stop service provision. A growing body of research
suggests that victims benefit from receiving service from the FVP model of service
delivery. However, little is known about how the work is accomplished within these colocated models. Using Institutional Ethnography (IE), as developed by Dorothy Smith
(1999), this research explores the textually-mediated landscape of the FVP to understand
work processes and social relations. By using IE as a method of inquiry, a model of a
community-based response to DV is revealed that establishes the powerful role of the
CJS in identifying and assessing risk using risk assessing tools. The sharing of risk
documents by the core CJS agencies activates other non-core CJS partners and extends
the overall response to non-CJS partners in the community. The overall effect is the
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creation of a web of surveillance where the CJS is provided with information regarding
families by various FVP partner agencies at various stages of intervention. The
recommendations arising from this research include expanding the research on the use of
multi-agency, co-located service delivery models in Canada in response to DV. Future
research should also include an examination into the experiences of DV victims accessing
service from these co-located models. Finally, future research is needed to understand the
pathways to service of men who use violence in their relationships to improve their
visibility within these service response models.
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Chapter One: An Introduction to the Family Violence Project
Responding to domestic violence1 (DV) can be very difficult work. It is equally
difficult to write about it. I did not intentionally set out to spend my career
working on this issue, but upon reflection, my career could not have gone any
other way. I am immersed in it. My work as a social worker is birthed from the
realities of my life. Growing up, I was exposed to domestic violence. I have
listened to hundreds of women tell their stories of the abuse they have suffered.
I have spent many hours working with men who abuse their partners to
understand their use of violence and to create space for them to consider
changing the trajectory of their lives. I often feel that these experiences have
taken a toll on me. It is easy to become jaded and think there is no solution. Yet
somewhere inside I muster the energy and manage to move forward seeking
elusive answers. I do this because I believe I must, perhaps I have no choice. The
calling of this work is simply too much to ignore.
Too many times I have listened to women describe the horrors of their
relationships, the violence they have endured, and their plight after escaping their
relationship or what could easily be described as a ‘death camp’. I refused to be
numbed by their experiences and proudly carry their stories with me. What has
been equally difficult is listening to the stories they tell about negotiating a system
unprepared to properly support them. I have heard stories from mothers about the

1

The term ‘domestic violence’ is the language used by staff at the Family Violence Project. In keeping
with my research method, Institutional Ethnography, I am using their language throughout this research
project.
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depths of their fears that child welfare would come and take their children away,
just because they stayed with the man who abused them.
I also heard about their reluctance to call the police because they knew that the
police would take him away and that the violence would only get worse. They
would be thrust into a criminal court system that did not understand the
complexities of DV and would put her entire life on trial. He might get probation
and be ordered to attend counselling. This might become another trigger point for
him, another reason to get even with her. What she really wanted was for the
violence to stop. He was the man she loved, the father of their children and she
simply wanted back the individual she fell in love with.
It doesn’t stop with the criminal justice system. Leaving a violent relationship has
serious consequences for women. They constantly worry about their safety, they
‘live’ at a women’s shelter. In truth, it is not ‘living’ if your life is conducted
under constant supervision, behind double sets of reinforced doors, 12-foot high
fences with steel-reinforced beams. ‘Living’ is not residing in a room that is the
size of a walk-in closet and co-existing in this cramped space with many other
women with an imposed curfew. For her safety, they announce any time a man is
in the building. There is no privacy, and there is no reprieve from the trauma.
Leaving also means that there is a good possibility that she will live in poverty
and that he will ‘hunt’ her and the children. Moreover, she must endure the family
court system, a system that likely will require her to hand over her children to a
violent individual who has repeatedly threatened to take them from her. Her life,
once stable and secure, becomes filled with fear and unknowns.
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I am about to embark with you, the reader, on a journey. It is a journey that
explores the landscape of DV. It feels as though my whole life has been about this
issue. I will tell you about my home and the violence that was there, I will tell you
about my work and how this issue has followed me, sometimes haunting me at
every turn. I will tell you about love and death and the horrific outcomes that
occur when the system fails abused women. I will tell you about Gillian Hadley, a
beautiful mother of three beautiful children and an angel that now watches over
us. I imagine she wonders if we will ever get this right. I worry that we failed her
and that if we do not do something different there will continue to be more women
who experience the same fate as Gillian.
This is a project about understanding what happens when women die at the hands
of their partners, about how society responds to these deaths and a search for
answers that continues to this day. It is a story about me and about the women.
My life is intertwined with theirs; the violence that they have known is more
familiar to me than they could know.
It is also a story about the individuals who work on the frontlines of the response
to DV and receive little or no recognition for their efforts. As you read my
doctoral work you will meet front-line workers, supervisors, managers and
community-members who hope that no more women will die at the hands of their
intimate partner. Having worked in the same system alongside them, I attest to the
fact that their fear is palpable at times, and they know well the limitations of the
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system within which they work. This work is dedicated to their tenacity to roll the
proverbial rock uphill, often knowing their efforts are futile in nature.
In this project, I explore the work of the Family Violence Project of the Waterloo
Region (FVP) and share with you the importance of what happens there. I learned
about the Family Violence Project in 2004 and first visited it in 2008. I wondered
if the Family Violence Project model of service delivery might offer the solution to
many of the issues associated with responding to DV. This journey is an attempt
to understand what happens there and the implications that might be associated
with the use of such a specific model of service delivery.
Throughout this work I include these reflexive pieces to continually ground this
project in my experience. I am constantly thinking and working on this issue. It
permeates my soul and it drives me to do more every day. Although not the focus,
my experiences are the fabric that ties most of this research together. This project
simply cannot exist in this form without my personal experiences. The reflexive
portions allow me to provide context to what I am writing and reflect for the
reader the importance of what I am saying. As you will see, my methodology,
Institutional Ethnography (IE), uses the lived experiences of individuals to reveal
the workings of our society. My hope is this undertaking reveals the experiences
of those who work at the Family Violence Project, how their work is
accomplished and the implications for the use of a specific model of service
delivery in response to DV. (Personal Reflection)

5

Introduction: How Did I Get Here?
In 1997, I graduated from McMaster University with a Bachelor of Social Work
degree. I immediately took a position in a child welfare agency as a child protection
worker. It was in this position that I first professionally encountered the issue of DV.
Child welfare was being brought into the issue because of the impact of DV on children
(Appel & Holden, 1998; Casanueva, Foshee, & Barth, 2005). Investigating DV was
contentious at times because the focus of child welfare is necessarily on the safety and
well-being of children. Early on, we placed much of the onus of keeping children safe on
the mother who was also a victim of violence and might not be able to keep themselves
safe. How could we expect her to keep children safe if she was not safe herself? This
inherent conflict in the child welfare response to DV has been a focus within the
academic literature (Brown, Callahan, Strega, Walmsley, & Dominelli, 2009; Magen,
1999; Nixon et al., 2007; Scourfield, 2003; Strega et al., 2008; Swift, 1998). Despite the
critiques of this response, much of my early career involved me and my colleagues
holding mothers to account for the violence of men and the safety of children.
The tipping point in my perspective on child welfare work and the response to DV
occurred only after the death of Gillian Hadley who was killed by her husband Ralph. I
detail the importance of their lives and deaths in Chapter Two. After Gillian’s death, I
continued working in child welfare and began searching in earnest for ways to improve
the child welfare response to DV. I began looking for training opportunities, community
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partners to build relationships with and other service delivery models that might improve
the overall response to DV.
Over time, I believe that my colleagues and I began to adjust our approach to
cases of DV, shifting away from blaming mothers for failure to protect their children
(Swift, 1998). We began to understand that mothers can keep children safe, but only
when they also feel safe. We also began to realize that child welfare is unable to keep
mothers safe; that role and responsibility might lie with other community partners.
There are many other social service agencies that respond to DV as part of their
mandate. These agencies are stakeholders in the lives of men, women and children who
experience and witness DV. In our society, we have a safety net of shelters for women
who have experienced DV. These residences offer safety and security for victims of DV
when they are unable to remain in their homes. These modern-day fortresses have hightech security features and reinforced doors and fences designed to keep women and
children safe. The shelters have a large stake in the safety and well-being of women.
Police services across Ontario are also involved in responding to DV and have become
significant stakeholders in conversations about this issue and how to improve the
response. There are many other stakeholders as well including Criminal Justice System
(CJS) agencies such as the Victim Witness Assistance Program (VWAP), Victim
Services Unit (VSU), counselling agencies and programs designed to provide service to
men who use violence in their relationships.
Despite the number of community agencies that have a stake in the response to
DV, they have all historically worked in silos in relative isolation from one another. The
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failure to communicate between service providers has been a significant impediment to
improving the overall response to DV (Gwinn & Strack, 2010; Shepard & Pence, 1999).
This was the landscape that I continued to work in until 2008; realizing that each of these
agencies had a piece of the proverbial pie but located within a system that did not
promote inter-agency collaboration. There had been efforts to improve communication
through the establishment of community coordination committees, but it was unclear if
these committees improved the overall efficacy of the response to DV.
In 2006, the Family Violence Project of the Waterloo Region (FVP) opened its
doors for service. The FVP is a co-located model of service delivery that at the time,
represented a marked shift in the approach to responding to DV. At a conference in 2006,
hosted by the FVP, I learned that multiple agencies had agreed to co-locate to improve
the overall response to DV in the Waterloo Region. The FVP was the first of its kind in
Ontario and there was genuine interest in the model of service that had been established
at the FVP.
I returned to my child welfare organization, energized about the impact that a colocated model of service delivery might have for the community that I was working with.
I soon realized that there are numerous challenges associated with developing a colocated model of service delivery and that despite other community partners recognizing
the benefits of a co-located model, the preference for silo-based work was embedded in
many of the agency cultures. Co-location requires a deep commitment to collaboration
between partner agencies and often requires agencies to share their piece of the pie. This
is sometimes difficult to do.
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Over time I became intrigued with the FVP model of service delivery, because the
literature supports the efficacy of these models (Gwinn & Strack, 2010) and because it
has existed longer than any other co-located model in Ontario. It has managed to attract
and keep partners together, despite differing organizational mandates. For example, the
Waterloo Regional Police Service (WRPS) has committed to the FVP and has their
Domestic Violence Unit (WRPS-DVU) located at the FVP. Other models in Ontario have
struggled to have police co-locate with other community agencies. Additionally, the FVP
has also managed to locate Women’s Crisis Services of the Waterloo Region (WCSWR),
the shelter services, at the FVP, something that has also been historically difficult for
other co-located models (Gwinn & Strack, 2010).
As I set out to conduct my research at the FVP, I wanted to know more about how
it worked. Many researchers might want to understand the impact that the FVP has had
on the issue of DV and there is merit in attempting to understand this aspect. I am more
interested in understanding ‘how’ the collaboration and work happen at the FVP.
Understanding the impact of the FVP on DV in the Waterloo Region is prudent, but it is
equally important to understand the inner workings of this model to better understand
how these organizations work together. Understanding how this model of service delivery
works may have implications for the future development of other co-located sites.
My interest in conducting this research was to understand how work at the FVP is
completed. This involves understanding the experiences of staff from several different
agencies who are required, by the very nature of the co-located model to collaborate with
other partner agencies. Collaboration is increasingly becoming the ‘gold standard’ or
primary service delivery model in response to DV, yet the academic literature has rarely

9
explored how staff from different agencies with different mandates collaborate. Studying
staff at the FVP will provide insights into their work processes and collaboration
practices with partner agencies. It also offers an opportunity to understand how personnel
navigate the complexities associated with working with many different partners with
potentially different needs and mandates.
The challenges associated with working within a co-located service delivery
model can be potentially amplified due to historical inter-agency conflicts, differences in
policies and procedures, as well as the presence of power differentials that might exist
between partner agencies. This research is additionally important because it represents an
opportunity to understand how structures of power operate within a collaborative setting.
Our society is structured in a way that affords certain agencies or institutions more power
than others; this differential power structure results in some institutions having greater
influence over others, thereby shaping the response to social issues such as DV. The colocated nature of the FVP was meant to reduce the power differential between agencies
and to build understanding of agency roles, mandates and responsibilities. It requires
traditional structures of power (police, Crown Attorneys, court systems) to function
alongside community-based agencies (shelters, counselling agencies).
Little is understood how this modified structure of power operates within a colocated model of service delivery. It is unclear what collaborative processes occur and
how issues of power are negotiated between partner agencies. My research may provide
insight into how these power structures operate under such a service delivery model. It
may also identify the benefits and challenges associated with the collaborative processes
between different institutions.
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Exploring the work of the FVP may also reveal something about the institutional
nature of DV. Domestic violence has moved from a private issue in the confines of the
family home, to a recognized social issue requiring attention. Similarly, it has gone from
an agency-specific issue that was a small part of what organizations did, to a central
component of work across many agencies. This has shifted the focus and mandate from
an individual agency to increasingly collaborative work to address this issue. Now, more
than ever, the response to DV occurs within this collaborative framework and
understanding this work may reveal the status of our ability to effectively address DV in
our society, and to better ensure the safety of victims.

Purpose of Study
This research project sets out to understand the work associated with the Family
Violence Project of the Waterloo Region. The FVP is a co-located service delivery model
and has been in operation in Kitchener, Ontario since 2006. Carizon Family and
Community Services owns the building in which the 12 FVP partner agencies are based.
Dorothy Smith’s (1987, 1999, 2005, 2006) Institutional Ethnography (IE) was my
method of inquiry. IE is concerned with examining the lived experiences of individuals
and understanding how these experiences reveal relations of ruling or the ways in which
power is structured in society (Smith, 2006). This method is concerned with the
experiences of the individual as they are reported to the researcher and as such, the
experiences are not interpreted; rather they are used in a descriptive manner to understand
how the individual’s ‘work’ is connected across settings (Smith, 2005).
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This is an important aspect of this research project. I was interested in
understanding how the work of the FVP was completed and knowing how the
collaborative processes occur between the various FVP agency partners. I was interested
in describing the work of the FVP to reveal the social relations, how power is exerted
potentially between agencies and the role of discourses in shaping the work of responding
to DV.

Research Question
My research question is: What are the work-related activities that occur at the Family
Violence Project, and what does this reveal about domestic violence as a socially
organized phenomenon?
This study was guided by the following sub-questions:
•

What are the operational processes associated with service delivery at the FVP?
Examples of operational processes might include determination of eligibility for
service, recording processes, and collaborations (case consultations, joint
meetings with clients) that occur between agencies.

•

How do front-line service providers talk about the work being done at the FVP?
How do they describe the work they do?

•

How do texts (i.e. documents, policies/procedures, Memorandums of
Understanding) structure and organize the work at the FVP? In what ways is the
work of the FVP text-driven?

•

How do service users describe their experience accessing service at the FVP?
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Institutional Ethnography: The Problematic
Institutional Ethnography begins in the actualities of people’s lives or their daily
lived experiences (Smith, 2005). Using the IE method focuses on the lived experiences of
individuals and attempts to understand how they “participate or are hooked up into social
relations” (Smith, 2005, p. 227). A study using IE as a methodology begins with the
development of a statement of the problematic. A problematic sets out the research
project and area of interest and organizes “the direction of investigation from the
standpoint of those whose experiences are its starting point” (Smith, 2005, p. 227).
Problematic is a technical term like those used in other research methods (Campbell &
Gregor, 2008, p. 47). It is the way research begins and using IE parallels how other
methods might describe analytic approaches (Campbell & Gregor, 2008). The
problematic is not the research problem; rather it is a curiosity about something
happening to someone (someone’s lived experience) and provides an entry point into
possible inquiries (Campbell & Gregor, 2008). Identifying the problems and concerns of
individuals are often motivation for the inquiry, but do not define the direction of the
research (Smith, 2005). Smith (1987) uses problematic as a conceptual idea “to direct
attention to a possible set of questions that may not have been posed, or a set of puzzles
that do not yet exist in the form of puzzles but are ‘latent’ in the actualities of the
experienced world” (p. 81).
The development of a problematic “translates actualities of people’s doings from
forms of organization implicit in the everyday world into the forms of discursive
representation in which they can be subjected to inquiry” (Smith, 2005, p. 40). The
problematic may begin with the experiences of the individual(s), but it evolves to explore
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the social relations in which the experience is embedded and to highlight the social
relations the individual may be unaware (Smith, 2005).

Establishing the Problematic: A Personal Approach
This is a research project about the response to DV in one community. I do not
live in the Waterloo Region or work for any of the FVP partner agencies. Therefore, my
research is from an outsider’s point of view. I had no pre-existing relationship with the
FVP, the partner agencies or any of the participants. But, in many ways, I am also an
insider on the issue of DV. Having worked in the field and researched the issue of DV for
many years, I am invested in my research and knowing more about how the FVP works.
In this way, I share a common interest with those associated with the FVP. I am
interested in understanding the response to DV and working towards ending violence
against women. This interest stems from many different aspects of my life trajectory. The
problematic for my research emerged out of my personal and professional experiences.
Only through writing about my life and my experiences do I feel that it is possible to
understand my interest in work of the FVP.
There is a lot of innocence about the world when you are a child. My young life
contained a great deal of innocence about the outside world, those things beyond my
neighborhood. However, my innocence regarding violence by men towards women was
lost at an early age. As I noted earlier, as a child I was exposed to DV and these
experiences shaped much of my early understanding of this issue.
Professionally, I was employed in the field of child welfare for 13 years. In this
context, I have witnessed the devastation caused by men toward their female partners.
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Working in child welfare in Ontario and British Columbia, I’ve had the opportunity to
examine how child welfare workers respond to DV, and to experience the effect of riskassessment models on the practice of front-line workers with abused women and their
children. I have also observed the ways in which risk assessment tools and risk thinking
have led to the absence of participation of fathers in the child protection process. While
risk assessment became increasingly significant in systems of child welfare, the field also
struggled to respond to DV. Women’s shelters and feminist organizations pressured child
welfare organizations to confront this issue. Child welfare organizations seemed illprepared to do so, given their inability either to support mothers who were victims of
violence or to hold fathers accountable for their behaviour. There was uncertainty, too,
about the ‘harm’ done to children who witnessed DV. In my experience, many child
welfare agencies predictably held mothers accountable for protecting, or not protecting,
their children in the face of violence. The term ‘failure to protect’ was the buzz phrase
I heard and used in the early days of my child welfare employment.
One of the most powerful work experiences to shape my research was my
involvement with Gillian and Ralph Hadley which I discuss at length in Chapter Two.
Ralph Hadley murdered Gillian Hadley and subsequently turned the gun on himself,
committing suicide. My involvement with the family and my testimony at the coroner’s
inquest, were truly my earliest attempts to describe a feminist approach to my child
welfare work. My testimony at the Coroner’s inquest included my attempt to explain DV
through a feminist framework. The Hadley Inquest was also one of my first opportunities
to articulate the need for a risk assessment tool for DV to support front-line decision-
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making. The recommendations from the inquest did include the use of domestic violence
risk assessment tools in child welfare, but there was no mention of feminist practice.
The other major learning from the Hadley matter was the impact associated with
several agencies working within a silo-based service delivery model. Many social service
agencies and CJS agencies were involved at the time of the Hadley case, and each had a
specific role with the family. As the child protection worker, my role was to ensure the
safety and well-being of the children. Police, bail, counsellors and the courts all had their
own roles to play. However, we all did our respective jobs separately and distinctly
isolated from one another.
This silo-based model of service delivery was common practice at the time. While
there was often talk about the importance of collaboration between service providers, our
physical separation and distinct mandates often made working together a difficult and
tedious part of our work. Collaboration was not considered to be part of the daily practice
at the child welfare agency where I worked. Certainly, we checked with other
professionals (doctors, schools, counsellors) on the well-being of children and to monitor
families as needed, but rarely did we jointly plan about families with other agencies.
Shortly after the two major Coroner’s inquests took place (See Chapter Two),
many changes regarding the response to DV began to be implemented across Ontario.
DV was suddenly a priority, and there was increased emphasis on collaboration between
service providers. One of the earliest indications of this change in child welfare was the
implementation of collaborative agreements between child welfare and VAW service
providers. These CAS/VAW collaborative agreements were mandated by the provincial
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government and were meant to outline the ways in which child welfare and VAW
agencies would work together on the issue of domestic violence. These agreements were
also designed to establish the roles of each of the sectors when working with a family
where DV had occurred.
Since I began working on the issue of DV I have seen an evolution in the way
agencies respond. By comparison to several years ago, more agencies are now mandated
to respond to the issue. This has occurred because of many different processes, including
coroner’s inquests, policy initiatives and recognition of the impact of DV on families and
communities. The issue of DV has transitioned from something that happens behind
closed doors to an issue that is part of the fabric of our society. As more agencies have
begun to identify the importance of this issue and to develop a consistent response, the
issue of DV appears to have become a social issue akin to poverty and child hunger,
forever lodged in our social fabric with little observable gains being made. I wonder
about the extent to which the response to DV has become organized and that the FVP is
recognition of the organized nature of that response. If this is the case, then the
collaborative processes that occur within and between partner agencies could be
identifiable, and may begin to reveal how partner agencies work together. I also
recognize the important role of government in the evolution of response to domestic
violence. Through legislative changes, public inquests, funding formulae and policy
enactments, the provincial government has substantially shifted the work on the issue of
DV.
The FVP represents a new way of responding to DV. It signifies a shift from a
silo-based model of practice towards an integrated-model of service. I am interested in
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knowing what this has meant for the workers operating under this new model. At the
FVP, workers from many different agencies collaborate, actively seeking each other out
to ensure a collaborative response to the issue of DV. In meetings, members of the FVP
have been clear with me that there was a concerted effort by FVP architects to avoid
developing formal rules and guidelines regarding its structure; the individuals
I spoke with suggested that building relationships between agency partners was more
important, and that these relationships would lead to collaboration between agencies.
This is a very interesting point: in the absence of formal FVP policies and procedures,
I am interested in understanding how FVP partner agencies work together.
During my professional career, I have seen a rise in the importance of risk in the
social service field. In child welfare, formalized risk assessment tools were implemented
between 1999/2000 in Ontario. Their use dramatically changed the workload for me and
my colleagues, but the tools also began to solidify the potential risks related to our
professional well-being. Once formalized risk assessment tools were implemented it
became clear that our primary obligation was the assessment and mitigation of risk in the
families we worked with. I worried that failure to properly assess risk would have
implications for us and how we were perceived in the field. Previous inquiries such as the
Child Mortality Task Force that occurred in the 1990’s created a negative image of the
child welfare system and shaped how the general public viewed those working in the
system. I also worried that failure to properly assess risk could have legal consequences. I
also recall that during my time working in child welfare, a worker from Toronto was
criminally charged when an infant died. While the charges were eventually dropped, the
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damage had been done and the fear of improperly assessing risk was engrained in our
work processes.
In researching the work that occurs at the FVP I was curious about the
implications the risk discourse might have on service delivery. I wondered about the
potential implications of the co-location model of the FVP on risk management and
mitigation. While each of the individual FVP partner agencies assesses risk, I also
wondered about the impact of a co-located service delivery model in assessing and
sharing the mitigation of risk, and was interested to know if the partner agencies were
each assuming responsibility for risk assessment and reduction.
The final area of my professional development that lends itself to this process of
discovery and exploration of FVP’s work is my curiosity in understanding the role of
government within the social relations. I have witnessed changes in child welfare
legislation, policies and practices. These include the enactment of mandatory charging for
police for DV incidents, three coroner’s inquests into the deaths of women by their
partners, the development of the Domestic Violence Death Review Committee in
Ontario, the CAS/VAW collaborative agreement processes, and numerous practice
changes related to families where DV has occurred. I believe all these have directly
impacted the ability of FVP partner agencies to collaborate around the issue of DV.
I believe that my experiences provide a unique starting point to conduct this
inquiry. Having lived through many policy, procedure and practice changes, I have
experienced successful and unsuccessful collaborations. The Hadley Inquest gave me an
insider’s perspective into a public exploration of DV. It is the culmination of these
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experiences that drew me to the FVP. My hope was to learn about the work, understand
as well as to begin to reveal the ways in which collaboration occurs. In choosing IE as a
method, my hope is the reader will see how the work of the FVP is structured, the role of
documents and how social relations between FVP partner agencies are structured.

Hooking-In, Activating, Extending: An Institutional Ethnography of the
Family Violence Project
In the pages that follow I detail the work of the FVP. As noted earlier, I was
particularly interested in understanding the day-to-day lived experiences of the staff
(front-line, managers and architects) from across different agencies who worked in such a
unique service delivery model. I was interested in making visible the kind of work done,
and the kinds of relationships that are in place at the FVP. I also wanted to explore how
agencies negotiated different mandates and protocols to build a collaborative response to
DV. My experience suggested that certain organizations are more likely to ‘lead’ and
direct these collaborative moments, so understanding these inter-agency dynamics would
reveal how the work is completed. To accomplish this - and in keeping with IE - I
focused on identifying the texts or documents used within the FVP and attempted to
follow their path to uncover how collaboration occurs and how the work process unfolds.
In Chapter Two, I set out the social context of my study and trace some of the
major events that have influenced how service providers in Ontario respond to DV.
Chapter Three outlines my theoretical perspectives that inform my research. Chapter Four
sets out my method of inquiry for this research project, including reviewing and
expanding on the tenets of Institutional Ethnography. Chapters Five (Hooking-in), Six
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(Activating) and Seven (Extending) present the findings of my research. These chapters
reveal the FVP community-based response model to DV. In Chapter Eight I present my
conclusions, implications and recommendations for future research that arise from my
study.
It is not easy to write about this issue; I often feel compelled to explain my
reasons for doing this work. Perhaps it is the personal nature of the topic that
makes it thus. Perhaps it is my gender and the simple fact that my gender is
responsible for most of the violence against women. Perhaps it is simply a need to
be one of the ‘good guys’. What follows this chapter is what I believe is my life’s
work thus far. I ask that you read it with an open mind and a sense of curiosity.
Using IE has changed the way I view how society works. I am reminded of a
saying: ‘Once you see something, you cannot un-see it’. I hope you will look
deeply and consider the ideas I am offering as an opportunity to ‘see’ society
from a unique perspective. (Personal Reflection)
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Chapter Two: Setting the Stage

I had no idea of the impact the Coroner’s Inquest into the deaths of Ralph and
Gillian Hadley (also known as the Hadley Inquest) would have. I was the child
welfare family service worker in the Hadley case that I discuss in this chapter. In
2000, I was living in a different province and this afforded me the luxury of
anonymity from the investigative and review processes that surrounded their
deaths. In some ways, I was fortunate to live over 3000 kilometres away from the
spotlight associated with the police investigation, the file reviews and the media.
In 2004, I left Vancouver, British Columbia and moved to Ontario, where I took a
position as a supervisor in a different child welfare agency and was sent on
mandatory training for my new role. It was in one of these sessions that I began to
understand the significance and impact of the Hadley inquest. The facilitator used
it as an example of the child welfare response to domestic violence (DV), the
kinds of risk factors that could exist in such cases, and the potential outcomes of
their handling. I sat silently in my personal hell as I listened to the trainer talk,
re-living the experience and becoming re-traumatized. I felt helpless once again
that the case, ‘my case’, had become so objectified, reduced to a mere teaching
exercise. Many relevant details about it were left out, and I felt wronged by this
misrepresentation. I wondered if the trainers and participants had forgotten that
these were people, families and children whose lives had been irreparably altered
because of the actions of one person and that there were numerous agencies that
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also had a role to play with this family. This event did not happen in isolation, but
the trainer simplified the complexities down to a series of teachable moments.
I learned that the Hadley case and the Coroner’s Inquest were routinely used as
examples in child welfare training and to shift the practice of child welfare
toward increased involvement with families living with DV. The Ontario
provincial government was also using the Coroner’s recommendations to shape
child welfare practices. It was clear governmental authorities had wanted child
welfare service providers to learn from the tragedy and, more importantly, to
alter their practice when taking domestic violence into consideration.
The Hadley Inquest was one of three Coroner’s Inquests that took place in
Ontario between 1999-2004 that focused on deaths of women by their partners.
To understand the work of the Family Violence Project, I must appreciate the
significant events and forces that have shaped present-day responses to domestic
violence. This chapter explores these events and forces. The shifts I have chosen
are not exhaustive, rather they are ones I believe have had the most significant
impact on how communities respond to DV. (Personal Reflection)

Introduction
This chapter sets out the societal context that shapes my research. It examines
public events that took place between 1998-2004 that relate to the current response to DV
in Ontario. During this period, there were three Coroner’s Inquests; the May/Isles, the
Hadley; and the Luft inquests. Additionally, a provincially-appointed Joint Committee
on Domestic Violence was struck to examine the response to domestic violence (DV).
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These events publicized DV and informed how such incidents were handled in Ontario.
The inquests raised public consciousness on the issue and shaped how agencies were
encouraged to respond to DV. To understand the work of the Family Violence Project
(FVP) it is necessary to understand the social context within which it was formed and the
emphasis that was placed on structuring the response to DV across Ontario. In many
ways, Chapter Two and Three link the social context of responding to DV to the
theoretical perspectives that inform my research. Recommendations from the Coroner’s
Inquests and the Joint Committee on Domestic Violence emphasized the importance of
the use of risk assessment and collaboration to develop a comprehensive, communitybased response to DV. These findings parallel the theory that I have chosen to use (See
Chapter Three) including risk theory, governmentality, panopticism, and collaboration
theory. I start with the social context to provide the reader with a sense of what was
happening in Ontario prior to the establishment of the FVP and how these social
processes influenced the response to DV.

Coroner’s Inquests and Governmental Committees
Many of the participants in this project cited Coroner’s Inquests as signposts in
the development of the Family Violence Project and as being influential on their
own practice with victims of domestic violence. As more participants talked about
the impact of the inquest recommendations on their work - and on the
development of the Family Violence Project - I knew it was important to read the
findings and recommendations of the three Coroner’s Inquests.
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The May/Isles Inquest was the first major one. At the time it was undertaken, I
was working in the field of child welfare and knew little about it. Its findings and
implications had not yet filtered into the day-to-day work of child welfare when
the deaths of Ralph and Gillian Hadley occurred. In the fall of 2001, I testified at
the Hadley Inquest. During my research, I also learned about the Luft Inquest
that occurred in the Waterloo Region the same year. I found it interesting that the
FVP came to exist in a community that had experienced an inquest process. I
continue to wonder how much the Luft Inquest had affected the motivation to
create an FVP in that region.
With my PhD research, the work of the May/Isles and the Hadley Inquests have
taken on a new significance for me. My research required me to go back and look
deeply at the inquest process and to reflect on their impact. While it was difficult
for me to read their findings and recommendations, I can see the importance of
the inquest process in the development of the response to DV in Ontario.
My relationship to the inquests is personal and my proximity to the process and
its recommendations provide me with a unique vantage point for this inquiry. As a
researcher I walk a fine line between having lived through the Hadley inquest and
demonstrating its importance in the development of the Family Violence Project.
As a researcher, I present material as it is available in public documents for the
purposes of demonstrating the influence of these processes on the response to DV.
Beyond the politics and court processes, reading the inquest reports reminded me
that there were families impacted by these tragedies. And while there are political
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processes in place, DV remains a very personal issue for many people. (Personal
Reflection)
The purpose of a Coroner’s Inquest is to answer questions regarding a deceased
person including how, when and where they came to be deceased and the means of their
death (Coroner’s Act, 1990). It is an “inquisitorial process designed to focus public
attention on the circumstances of a death. It is to be a dispassionate public examination
into the facts” (Ministry of Community, Safety and Correctional Services, 2017, Section:
What an Inquest is NOT, para 1). Coroner’s Inquests occur within a court setting and
follow legal rules. A Coroner presides over the proceeding in a quasi-judicial manner,
acting in the role of a judge. Coroner’s Inquests have a five-person jury comprised of
members from the community. Sitting on an inquest jury is considered a public duty and
like criminal court, the jury is sworn under oath for the entire process. The role of jury
members is to not assign blame; rather, their role is to make recommendations regarding
the death of the deceased.
Coroner’s Inquests have been used to advance and promote governmental and
societal issues and to highlight reform objectives (O’Marra, 2006, p. 240). It is a forum
where voices can be heard and where individuals and organizations from across society
have an opportunity to provide input about the identified focus of the inquest (O’Marra,
2006). There are three identified purposes associated with the inquest process in Ontario.
The primary purpose of Coroners’ Inquests is to focus on understanding the facts related
to a person’s death and to create recommendations to improve public safety. The second
purpose is to act as a follow-up mechanism regarding recommendations made at previous
inquests, thereby providing some degree of accountability to the public process. The third
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purpose is to consider the overall effectiveness of the recommendations and mechanisms
that are implemented because of the inquest process (O’Marra, 2006).
Coroner’s Inquests may also examine DV-related deaths and are an opportunity to
analyze the factors that may have contributed to them (Sampson, 2003). A Coroner’s
Inquest into death resulting from DV is also an opportunity to consider the factors that
contribute to the “systemic experience of inequality” of women and to understand how to
better respond to the needs of DV victims (Sampson, 2003, p. 77). Participation in a
Coroner’s Inquest is also an opportunity to advance change on systemic as well as other
specific issues within the criminal justice system (O’Marra, 2006, Sampson, 2003). As
O’Marra (2006) also adds, the inquests provide a sense of community catharsis, an
opportunity for members of the community to articulate how social issues affect their
lives and how government and institutions should deal with issues such as DV (p. 256).
This section focuses on the work that surrounds three Coroner’s Inquests that
occurred in Ontario between 1999 and 2002. These are the May/Isles Inquest, the Hadley
Inquest and the Luft Inquest. Included in this discussion is the work of the Joint
Committee on Domestic Violence, a provincial task force that arose out of the findings of
the May/Isles Inquest. The information related to each of these inquests was obtained
from public documents available from the Office of the Chief Coroner. While I was the
child protection worker for the Hadley family, I provide no other information other than
that which is publicly available. The findings of the Joint Committee on Domestic
Violence was provided to me by one of the architects of the FVP who identified it as an
important document, or text, in conducting her work. Each of these processes examined
the issue of DV and made recommendations to improve the overall response to DV
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across Ontario. Beyond this, these processes emphasized the use of risk assessments and
collaboration as central to effective responses to DV. As a result, risk assessment and
collaboration became embedded in the public discourse and continue to be standardized
practices. The work associated with these inquests and the Joint Committee is important
because they set the stage for many of the practices that currently exist at the FVP.
May/Isles Coroner’s Inquest and the Joint Committee on Domestic Violence
The first major Coroner’s Inquest into the death of a woman by her intimate
partner examined the death of Arlene May by her intimate partner, Randy Isles. Mr. Isles
killed Ms. May on March 8, 1996. The couple met in 1994 and she became pregnant
shortly thereafter, which was when the violence began. In the fall of 1995, the pregnancy
ended with the delivery of a stillborn infant (Office of the Chief Coroner, 1999). Ms. May
sought refuge in a women’s shelter and eventually reported an assault by Mr. Isles to the
police. Over a four-month period preceding the murder-suicide, Mr. Isles was charged
with 13 criminal offences against Ms. May. Mr. Isles was arrested and released from jail
four times and at the last bail hearing he was required to leave the jurisdiction. At the
time of his release, there was a warrant for his arrest in another jurisdiction. On March 6,
1996, a further warrant was issued for Mr. Isles for breaching his recognizance. Two days
later her purchased a gun in Oshawa, Ontario. He drove to Ms. May’s home and waited
for her to return. When she arrived home with her children, Mr. Isles confronted her. Ms.
May’s children hid in a closet until Mr. Isles released them and told them to call the
police (Office of the Chief Coroner, 1999). Police arrived at the home a short time later
and found both Ms. May and Mr. Isles deceased.
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At the time of the deaths of Ms. May and Mr. Isles, it was estimated that 35-40
women were killed annually in Ontario by their partners (Gartner et al, 1998/99 as cited
in O’Marra, 2006). The increase in the number of DV-related homicides led to a decision
by the Office of the Chief Coroner to use the May/Isles case as a representative inquest
under the Coroner’s Act to examine the contributing factors associated with DV,
including both systemic and societal issues and how to improve the response (O’Marra,
2006). The May/Isles Inquest was referred to as a ‘super inquest’ to reflect the intent of
the Coroner to broadly explore the issue of DV in Ontario (Sampson, 2003). The deaths
in the May/Isles case were deemed to be representative of the issue of DV and the
experience of survivors. As such, this inquest was used as a case study for a systemic
inquiry (Sampson, 2003, p. 79).
The May/Isles Inquest took place over a six-month period from February to July
1998. The jury heard from 76 witnesses over the course of 51 days (Office of the Chief
Coroner, 1998). The witness list was comprised of members of the Criminal Justice
System (CJS) (police, Crown Attorney, court staff), shelter staff and a lawyer who acted
for Mr. Isles during his court matters. Evidence was presented regarding the systemic
issues related to DV, resulting in a total of 213 recommendations being made by the jury.
In its opening statement, the jury identified the importance of the development of
a seamless programme of service for victims across Ontario (Office of the Chief Coroner,
1998, p. 6). The recommendations addressed the need to improve community awareness:
prevention programmes and access to shelter services: increased education within the
justice system regarding DV, and the expansion of supports and resources for victims.

29
In the wake of the May/Isles Inquest the Provincial Government of Ontario
indicated that it was already working on 95% of these recommendations (Sampson,
2003). However, four months after making this proclamation, the Provincial Government
established a Joint Committee on Domestic Violence (Sampson, 2003), which occurred
only after the government had endured political pressure from both women’s advocacy
groups and the opposition parties to demonstrate progress on addressing the issue of DV
(Sampson, 2003).
The establishment of a Joint Committee on Domestic Violence was one of the
recommendations of the May/Isles Inquest. The purpose was to “advise the government
of Ontario on how best to implement the 213 recommendations arising from the
Coroner’s Inquest into the murder of Arlene May” (Attorney General of Ontario, 1999,
preface). The report of this committee was entitled Working Toward a Seamless
Community and Justice Response to Domestic Violence: A Five-Year Plan for Ontario
(Attorney General of Ontario, 1999). The Joint Committee’s report made an additional
173 recommendations, designed to assist the provincial government in implementing the
May/Isles Inquest’s recommendations and to improve the response to DV in Ontario.
Both the work of the May/Isles Inquest and the Joint Committee highlighted
similar aspects of the response to DV. They emphasized and made recommendations
regarding the increased use of risk assessments and inter-agency collaboration. Given
their inter-relatedness, their findings and recommendations are considered together and
their potential impact is profound. This was the first-time risk and collaboration had been
identified as key aspects of the provincial response to DV, presenting an opportunity for
the domestic violence response to be re-structured.
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Many of the recommendations from both the May/Isles Inquest and the Joint
Committee focused on the DV investigative procedures of the police. The inquest jury
and the Joint Committee recommended the police increase the use of risk assessment
tools and lethality checklists as part of their investigative process into DV cases
(Attorney General of Ontario, 1999; Office of the Chief Coroner, 1998). In addition, it
was recommended that all frontline police officers and supervisors receive training in
how to conduct a risk assessment and how to use risk assessment checklists (Attorney
General of Ontario, 1999; Office of the Chief Coroner, 1998, p. 13).
While many of these risk assessment recommendations focused on the work of
the police, both the May/Isles jury and the Joint Committee highlighted the importance of
risk for other areas of the criminal justice system including bail court and other criminal
court services. Both processes recommended that risk be highlighted in bail briefs, and
that the assessment of risk should be included in the work of the Crown Attorney’s office
during prosecution of DV matters (Attorney General of Ontario, 1999; Office of the
Chief Coroner, 1998). Additionally, both processes included recommendations to
conduct safety planning with victims to improve their overall safety. For example, the
Joint Committee recommended that;
Safety Planning with women and children should become a core service
expectation for police, Victim/Witness Assistance Programme staff, victim crisis
service providers, shelter staff, health practitioners and all other service
providers who work with abused women and their children (Attorney General of
Ontario, 1999, p. 82).
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The Joint Committee recommendation expanded the continuum of service providers
where safety planning was determined to be necessary and appropriate. Such a
recommendation broadens the number of service providers who would engage in safety
planning conversations with victims, potentially reducing the risk of recidivism and
improving the overall safety for victims.
Another area highlighted by both the May/Isles inquest and the Joint Committee
was the importance of collaboration between service providers in response to DV cases.
The May/Isles Inquest identified that a lack of collaboration between DV service
providers impacted the ability to ensure the safety of Ms. May. In the inquest report the
jury noted the following:
A ‘patchwork’ of Victim Services have been formed throughout Ontario due to a
lack of communication, co-operation and co-ordination. In order to provide a
seamless program, it would be best if the private and public sectors worked not
as competing interests, but together as partners (Office of the Chief Coroner,
1998, p. 7).
Several sections of the May/Isles Inquest recommendations specifically address the
importance of collaboration between the CJS, community-based children and victim
services. Given the focus on the police response to DV, the findings emphasized the
importance of collaboration by police with other service providers. This included the
development and implementation of protocols and procedures, designed to build
collaborative processes into the work of the police when responding to DV cases. The
jury recommended that safety planning and risk assessments completed by the police
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should be done in consultation with other service providers, including women’s shelter
staff and Victims Services (Office of the Chief Coroner, 1998, p. 8). The jury also
recommended that police;
should develop protocols in conjunction with Victim Witness Assistance and
Victim Services staff to ensure that victims in cases which do not go to court
continue to receive appropriate community referrals and supports. Victims
cannot be permitted to “fall between the cracks” (Office of the Chief Coroner,
1998, p. 11).
This recommendation begins to acknowledge the importance of supporting victims of DV
where criminal charges are laid. It also continues to expand the responsibility to provide
support beyond the CJS to ensure that victims of DV receive service.
More broadly, the May/Isles jury emphasized inter-agency collaboration as being
central to ensuring the safety of victims. It recommended that in order “to achieve early
intervention, Police, Medical Professionals, Educators and Child Protection service must
develop effective co-operative protocols” (Office of the Chief Coroner, 1998. p.28). The
emphasis on the development of protocols between organizations highlighted the
importance of providing services to victims of DV, including “seamless support for both
women and children as a family unit” (Office of the Chief Coroner, 1998, p. 28).
The Joint Committee also highlighted the importance of ensuring that police
collaborate with other service providers to ensure the safety and well-being of the victim.
The recommendations were an attempt to address the silo-based nature of the police
response identified at the May/Isles Inquest and to expand it provincially. For example,
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the Joint Committee recommended that police shall “assist the woman [victim] to link
with appropriate community social service agencies, children’s mental health service and
shelters” (Attorney General of Ontario, 1999, p.28) and when children are present, notify
the Children’s Aid Society or determine if any “other community/social service agency
should be involved” (Attorney General of Ontario, 1999, p. 27).
Where the May/Isles recommendations identified the importance of inter-agency
collaboration at the local level, the Joint Committee articulated that service providers
across the province should collaborate as an important part of the community-based
response to DV. It recommended the development of community-based Domestic
Violence Coordinating Committees be comprised of different service partners to ensure a
diversity of voices (Attorney General of Ontario, 1999). The purpose of these committees
was to foster community-based collaborative responses to domestic violence and to
develop and implement “policies, procedures and protocols (including direction on
collaboration, information sharing, etc.)” (Attorney General of Ontario, 1999, p. 84). The
committees might include members of the CJS, child welfare, counselling agencies and
other community service providers as deemed necessary and appropriate (Attorney
General of Ontario, 1999).
The recommendations from the May/Isles Inquest and the Joint Committee on
Domestic Violence publicly acknowledged the difficulties associated with responding to
DV. In the wake of the May/Isles Inquest, the formation of the Joint Committee on
Domestic Violence provided an additional level of expertise to the government regarding
the implementation of the inquest recommendations. In their totality, the 386
recommendations from the inquest and the Joint Committee brought focus and attention
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on the importance of the use of risk assessment and collaboration in responding to DV.
This was one of the first times in Ontario where the importance of risk assessment and
collaboration had been highlighted as critical to responding to DV and that an
opportunity had been presented for the government to re-structure the overall response to
DV.
The Hadley Inquest
In the wake of the May/Isles Inquest and the report by the Joint Committee on
Domestic Violence, there was much hope there would be changes to the way
communities responded to domestic violence. Unfortunately, the issue of domestic
violence-related fatalities remained in the spotlight, highlighted by a series of six female
fatalities in the spring of 2000 (O’Marra, 2006). One of these involved the death of
Gillian Hadley, who was murdered by her estranged husband Ralph Hadley on June 20th,
2000. After killing Gillian, Ralph committed suicide. As a result, the Office of the Chief
Coroner decided to hold an inquest into the deaths. At the time of their deaths, I had been
working with Ralph and Gillian as the Family Service Worker from Durham Children’s
Aid Society.
Ralph and Gillian were public school friends and grew up in the same
neighbourhood in Scarborough Ontario. Even their parents were close friends. After high
school, they went their separate ways. Gillian married and had two children - a son,
Michael and a daughter, Faith. Michael was severely handicapped from issues related to
his birth and required constant care. Gillian separated from her first husband in 1996 and
began dating Ralph in July 1997. They were married in October 1997. During this time,
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Michael began to have unexplained injuries on his body. Ralph was charged with
Criminal Negligence Causing Bodily Harm. Michael went to live with his biological
father after the charges and the Children’s Aid Society obtained a supervision order
limiting Ralph’s ability to be unsupervised around Michael and Faith.
Ralph and Gillian had one child together, Chase, who was born in June 1999. This
child was added to the supervision order. In December 1999, Ralph agreed to a Peace
Bond to resolve the criminal charges related to Michael’s injuries. In January 2000,
Ralph assaulted Gillian and was criminally charged with Assault and Breach of
Recognizance. He was released on bail and went to live with his parents. Over the course
of the next few months, Ralph broke the conditions of his release several times and on
February 25, 2000, he was charged with Criminal Harassment, Breach of an Undertaking
and Breach of Recognizance. He was released with conditions meant to restrict his
movement and ability to contact Gillian, including residing with his parents and not being
able to enter the Durham Region, except to attend work.
On the morning of June 20th, 2000, Ralph took a taxicab from his parent’s home
to the street behind Gillian’s home. Police suspect that he entered through a bedroom
window and startled Gillian. Only Gillian and Chase were home at the time and Gillian
managed to escape from the home out the front door carrying Chase in her arms. Ralph
gave pursuit and grabbed her and dragged her back into the home. Individuals outside the
home observed this and became alarmed. The neighbours knocked on the door and when
it opened, Gillian tumbled out and a neighbour grabbed Chase before Ralph displayed the
gun and took Gillian back inside. He shot her in the foyer of the home and then killed
himself in the master bedroom.
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The Office of the Chief Coroner called an inquest to examine the circumstances
that led to the deaths of Ralph and Gillian “and the role of the criminal justice system in
the lives of the Hadleys” (O’Marra, 2006, p. 245). The inquest was also an opportunity to
determine the extent of the governmental response to many similar issues that were
evident in the May/Isles inquest (O’Marra, 2006, p. 245). The Hadley Inquest took place
at the Coroner’s Court in Toronto from October 22, 2001 to February 8, 2002. The jury
made 58 recommendations, a significantly smaller number than both the May/Isles
Coroner’s Inquest and the Joint Committee on Domestic Violence. In fact, the first
recommendation of the Hadley Jury was the establishment of a committee to oversee the
implementation of recommendations from the two previous Coroner’s Inquests and the
work of the Joint Committee on Domestic Violence (Office of the Chief Coroner, 2003).
The recommendations from the Hadley Inquest continued to build upon the
recommendations from both the May/Isles Inquest and the Joint Committee, focusing on
risk and the importance collaboration.
Risk and risk assessment were emphasized less in the Hadley recommendations
than in the May/Isles inquest and the report of the Joint Committee on Domestic
Violence. The only recommendation regarding risk was directed at the police and that
they use a Supplementary Report Form when investigating incidents of domestic violence
(Office of the Chief Coroner, 2003, p. 13). Supplementary forms provide additional
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information to the courts and may include the identification of risk factors associated
with the alleged offender2 (Office of the Chief Coroner, 2003).
Collaboration and the delivery of services to victims of DV was a major theme in
the Hadley Inquest and continued in the recommendations by the jury (O’Marra, 2006).
The language in the May/Isles Inquest and the work of the Joint Committee reflected the
importance of collaboration by criminal justice service providers. The recommendations
from the Hadley Inquest expanded on this, with additional recommendations regarding
the coordination of service, or how service agencies might work together. The Hadley
Inquest heard there were a few different agencies that failed to work together to hold
Ralph accountable and to ensure Gillian’s safety. One of the recommendations the jury
made was the establishment of local Domestic Violence Coordinating Committees “to
coordinate services for all victims of domestic violence, including the indirect victims of
domestic violence such as children” (Office of the Chief Coroner, 2003, p. 19). As with
the recommendation by the Joint Committee on Domestic Violence, Coordinating
Committees were proposed as a method to improve collaboration between agencies and
to ensure victims had access to services.
There was one final and important recommendation from the Hadley Inquest that
continues to influence the work of the FVP: this was for the creation of a specialized
committee to examine deaths that occur due to DV:

2

Throughout my dissertation I use the term alleged offender to coincide with the language used by most
participants. Some participants from the Criminal Justice System referred to this person as the accused and
I have left their language intact in their quotes.
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We recommend that the Office of the Chief Coroner establish a Domestic
Violence Death Review Committee comprised of specialists and experts to assist
the Coroner’s Office in the investigation of suspicious deaths which occur
within an intimate relationship. (Office of the Chief Coroner, 2003, p. 19)
The recommendation to create a Domestic Violence Death Review Committee (DVDRC)
was an attempt to build in review and education systems that could assist those working
on the issue of DV. The work of the DVDRC is completed by developing a deeper
understanding of the factors associated with the deaths of women by their intimate
partners. The DVDRC has, over time, been influential in creating a database of risk
factors service providers can assess when working with victims of domestic violence.
The Hadley Inquest occurred almost in the shadows of the May/Isles Inquest and
the work of the Joint Committee which had both attempted to set out ‘what’ a response to
DV should look like. Both focused on the CJS with little attention paid to the work of
community service agencies. The Hadley Inquest, conversely, focused more on the work
of community service providers and their role in responding to DV (O’Marra, 2006).
The Luft Inquest
Bill Luft was married to Bohumila Kalkusova in 1993 and the couple had three
children together - Daniel, Nicole and David. Ms. Kalkusova had another child from a
previous relationship. They lived in the Waterloo region. Mr. Luft had been diagnosed
with Bipolar Affective Disorder in 1983 and was often non-compliant with his
medication, which resulted in him being involuntarily admitted to a psychiatric facility on
at least one occasion. In 2000, their son David was born with Spina Bifida and
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myelomeningocele, birth defects that cause disabling deformities of the spine. This
placed a lot of additional stress on the family.
In May 2000, the Luft family continued to experience difficulties at home. There
were increasing financial problems, and Mr. Luft had criminal charges to deal with.
Around this time, concerns were raised that Mr. Luft was not taking his medication.
Family and Children’s Services of the Waterloo Region became involved to assess the
children’s safety and their investigation concluded there was no immediate concern or
risk. Ms. Kalkusova advised Mr. Luft she would leave with the children if things did not
improve in the home. Sometime overnight from July 5, 2000 to July 6, 2000, Mr. Luft
killed his wife and the four children before taking his own life. It is unclear what led to
this, or what were the exact pattern of events.
The Luft Inquest was held in Kitchener, Ontario from January 8-26, 2001 and
heard from 33 witnesses. The jury made a total of nine recommendations, a very small
number compared to the other inquests and work of the Joint Committee. One possible
explanation for this was that this inquest was held in the shadows of both the May/Isles
Inquest and the recently-completed work of the Joint Committee on Domestic Violence.
Of the recommendations made, only one is a precursor to the establishment of the
FVP and would influence its work. That recommendation was directed at giving added
importance to information obtained from a community/professional partner during a child
welfare involvement and stated:
If an urgent referral is made to Family & Children Services/Children’s Aid
Society by another social service or community agency involved with the family
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or providing service to the family, an automatic 12-hour response time is placed
on the file. There should also be free flow of information back to the referral.
(Office of the Chief Coroner, 2001, p. 6)
This recommendation addressed the importance of information held by other community
professionals and of responding to this information in a timely manner. It also addressed
the importance of collaboration between agencies and the sharing of information in
determining the risk level associated with a family.
The Luft Inquest is important because of the geographic locale of the deaths, and
the inquest. The local nature of this tragedy created an atmosphere of commitment by
community leaders to examine the response to DV and how to improve the way in which
community organizations worked together. For example, in 2003, the Waterloo Regional
Police Service (WRPS) undertook a service review and decided to create a dedicated DV
unit (see Chapter Five for details). Similarly, other agencies in the Waterloo Region
explored the importance of improving the response to DV, eventually resulting in the
creation of the FVP.

The Current Scope of the Issue
The last 30 to 40 years has seen DV become a social issue requiring a dedicated
and thoughtful response. Historically, the work of responding to DV was agency-specific
in nature and often was the responsibility of the violence against women (VAW) sector or
the shelter movement to provide services to women and children. The result has been that
there has been an evolution in the way communities respond to this issue. In addition to
the VAW sector, child welfare agencies, counselling agencies, the CJS and the medical
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community have all established individual responses (Buzawa, Buzawa & Stark, 2012;
DeGeer & Hotson, 2012; Gwinn & Strack, 2010; Shepard & Pence, 1999). To understand
the extent of this issue, it is important to consider how agencies and service providers are
responding.
An important starting point in understanding the depth and breadth of this issue is
to examine the CJS response to DV. The primary focus of the CJS response to DV has
been to improve the work of the police (Buzawa, Buzawa, & Stark, 2012). The increased
awareness of DV as a social issue has led to the development of policies and procedures
in many jurisdictions, designed to structure the police response. For example, the Ontario
Provincial Government created standard LE-024, which sets out the structure for the
police response to DV, including a mandatory arrest policy. Because of measures such as
LE-024, police services across Canada are responding to DV more frequently. In 2011,
these accounted for one quarter of the violent crimes reported to police in Canada (Cotter,
2013). In 2016, 28% of all victims of violent crime reported that their victimization
occurred at the hands of an intimate partner (Statistics Canada, 2016). More specifically,
in 2013 there were 88,000 victims of DV who reported their incident to police in this
country (Statistics Canada, 2015) and this number increased in 2016 to 93 000 victims
who reported a DV incident to the police (Statistics Canada, 2016). Statistics Canada
(2016) also found that 68% of police-reported DV victims are women. The police
response to DV is also gendered in nature. Research conducted by Dawson and Hotton
(2014) found that the gender of the victim strongly influences the propensity of police to
lay criminal charges in cases of DV. In their study, police were more likely to lay a
charge if the victim was female (Dawson & Hotton, 2014). The authors note that one of
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the potential explanations given for this finding is that police officers may hold on to
traditional notions of gender which suggest that women are less violent then men
(Dawson & Hotton, 2014).
While the number of police-reported incidents of DV remains stable, concern
remains that many victims do not make a report. The General Social Survey (GSS) is a
series of annual surveys that cover a variety of topics. Data from the GSS is often used to
support government policy initiatives. Data from the GSS indicated that when asked
about DV victimization, 70% of victims did not report to the police (Perreault, 2015;
Statistics Canada, 2010).
The increased police involvement in response to DV has resulted in other areas of
the CJS reconfiguring their services to reflect the number of DV cases being dealt with.
Because of the complexity of this issue, the CJS in Canada has created specialized DV
courts for the purposes of prosecuting these matters. At present, there are over 50 such
courts in Canada (Sinha, 2013). In Ontario, the Victim Witness Assistance Program has
been expanded to every community to support DV victims through the court process. The
CJS is now part of the safety continuum, as 15% of female DV victims obtain a
restraining order through criminal courts to improve their safety (Sinha, 2013).
Increased understanding about the impact of exposure of DV to children has
resulted in child welfare authorities becoming more involved with families where DV has
occurred (Appel & Holden, 1998; Casanueva, Foshee, & Barth, 2005). The Canadian
Child Welfare Incidence Study (Trocmé et al., 2010) found that exposure to intimate
partner violence (DV) represented 34% of the total substantiated child maltreatment
investigations in Canada. This was the highest percentage of all the outcomes of
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substantiated investigations. In Ontario, statistics revealed a similar picture, with
exposure to intimate partner violence representing 48% of the cases of substantiated
maltreatment (Fallon et al, 2013). Other research suggests that between 50-90% of the
caseloads of child welfare workers include some aspect of DV (DeGeer & Hotson, 2012).
The presence of DV often occurs in tandem with additional child welfare concerns and
increases the complexity of the work of child welfare authorities. Ontario data indicated
that in 37% of investigations where exposure to intimate partner violence was
substantiated, emotional harm to the children was also identified as an issue (Fallon et al.,
2013).
The identification of DV as a social issue has also resulted in an increased
acceptance that DV dramatically effects women more than men and is a gendered issue.
According to the General Social Survey, the rate of sexual assault for women is twice that
of men, and 70% of victims in all self-reported sexual assaults were women (Perreault &
Brennan, 2010). Women are far more likely to be victims of DV and to experience more
severe violence than men (Statistics Canada, 2016). Almost four out of five victims of
DV are women (Sinha, 2013) and data from 2013 suggests that one woman is killed
every six days in Canada by their intimate partner (Cotter, 2014).
The recognition of the gendered nature of DV has resulted in increased service
provision to women who experience DV. Female victims of DV are more likely to access
health and social services than male victims, and to use a combination of formal (court
systems) and informal (family and friends) support networks (Hutchins & Sinha, 2013).
This includes accessing one of the 911 Victim Services Centres in Canada, where 75% of
their clients are female.
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In response to the needs of DV victims, there has also been an increase in the
number of Transition Homes in Canada. These shelters provide lodging and safety for
victims of DV including a variety of support services. The number of these shelters has
increased over time. In 2010, the Transition Home Survey found there were 593 DV
shelters in Canada, representing a 17% increase since 2000 (Burczycka & Cotter, 2011).
The annual Transition Home Survey conducted by the Canadian Network of
Women’s Shelters and Transition Houses is a one-day snapshot of transition homes and
shelters across Canada. Its purpose is to describe shelter usage across the country. These
surveys have found shelter admission rates to have remained steady over time. In 2010,
the snapshot found that 4,645 women were residing in a shelter daily. The survey also
found that on that same day, 426 women had to be turned away from a shelter due to lack
of space (Burczycka & Cotter, 2011).
In 2016, the national survey involved 234 transition houses and found 1,760
women and 1,915 children living in shelter. Additionally, 2,663 women and 1,633
children were being provided with support services (Canadian Network of Women’s
Shelters and Transition Houses, 2016). On this same day, 416 women reached out for
help from the shelters and 305 of those women and children were unable to be placed.
This suggests that 73% of potential residents cannot be accommodated by the current
shelter system due to lack of space (Canadian Network of Women’s Shelters and
Transition Houses, 2016).
The increase in the number of service providers responding to DV and an overall
increase in the volume of DV-related matters has resulted in increased economic costs
associated with responding to DV. A 2009 estimate suggests DV costs the Canadian
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economy $7.4 billion annually (Zhang et al. 2013). This includes costs to victims and the
justice system. It is also estimated that costs related to victims amount to approximately
$6 billion annually. These costs include counselling, loss of productivity, repairing or
replacing damaged goods, and legal fees and costs associated with pain and suffering. It
is estimated that the CJS response to DV costs $545.2 million dollars every year, which
includes costs for police, prosecution, legal aid and corrections (Zhang et al, 2013). It
also accounts for court costs, and costs associated with the child welfare system.
Responding to DV is now part of the social service landscape in Ontario and Canada. It is
an issue that requires many different sectors to engage in a thoughtful and comprehensive
response. As DV occupies a greater portion of the service provision landscape, it is
important to develop an understanding of how to think about various aspects of the
response. Risk and collaboration have become embedded in the practice of responding to
DV. Developing a theoretical perspective of risk and collaboration will provide a
foundation to more deeply understand the work that occurs at the FVP.

Family Justice Centre Model of Service Delivery
The Family Justice Centre (FJC) model of service delivery that originated in the
United States was influential in the development of the FVP. The FJC service delivery
model occurred in response to numerous concerns that were raised as DV became an
increasingly public issue. The work of the battered women’s movement is credited with
consciousness-raising about the extent of DV in society (Gwinn & Strack, 2010; Stoever,
2016). Increasingly, advocates from the battered women’s movement worked to have DV
criminalized (Kohn, 2008; Miccio, 2005; Stoever, 2016) and as a result, many legal
interventions were developed that heightened the criminalization of DV. Some of these
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innovations included mandatory arrest policies, and increased funding for criminal
justice responses (Kohn, 2008; Miccio, 2005; Stoever, 2016). As the services designed to
assist victims proliferated, victims were placed in a position “of possibly having to
navigate multiple agencies and options to seek services and tell their stories too many
times” (Stoever, 2016, p. 200). DV experts called for increased and improved
coordination between the criminal justice system and community-based DV agencies
(Epstein, 1999; Shepard & Pence, 1999). This need resulted in the development and
implementation of the FJC model in San Diego.
The FJC model involves the co-location of service providers and is designed to
streamline service provision to victims of domestic violence (Gwinn & Strack, 2010;
Stoever, 2016), also referred to as a ‘one-stop service provision’ with a focus on victim
safety and ease of multiple service access (Gwinn & Strack, 2010). Partners located at a
FJC might include police, criminal justice partners, and community-based agencies.
Within an FJC, victims can make safety plans, file a police report, obtain counselling, and
receive referrals to other community-based service providers. Each configuration of a
FJC is unique and is meant to meet the needs of the community in which it is located
(Gwinn & Strack, 2010). At present, there are over 80 FJC models across the United
States, Canada, England and Australia (Gwinn & Strack, 2010; Hoyle & Palmer, 2014).

Family Justice Centre Research
Studies regarding FJCs continues to be in development, with new reviews
routinely emerging to explore their impact. The research is primarily qualitative in
nature; however, some statistical research has been undertaken to explore the
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effectiveness and outcomes related to the FJCs. The qualitative FJC research explores the
experiences of both service users as well as service providers who work within a colocated FJC model.
Research involving FJC front-line and managerial staff suggests there are many
benefits associated with this service model. Several authors suggest it improves the coordination and service delivery between the collaborative partners (DeGeer, 2016; Duke,
Schebler & Ruhland-Petty, 2015; Edleson & Malik, 2008; Giacomazzi, Hannah &
Bostaph, 2008; Gwinn & Strack, 2010). Co-location within a FJC reportedly leads to
more positive interactions between staff when compared to those who work
independently (Bostaph, Giacomazzi & Sanders 2011; DeGeer, 2016; Giacomazzi et al.,
2008). Co-location of agencies also seems to be accompanied by an increased common
understanding of their collaborative mission (The Alameda County Family Justice
Center, 2008; DeGeer, 2016; Giacomazzi, et al. 2008).
The FJC also appears to improve the overall criminal justice response to DV.
Research suggests that accessing service from a FJC leads to higher rates of disclosure to
police, higher levels of prosecution, and enhanced sentencing (Bostaph, 2010,
Giacomazzi, Hannah & Bostaph, 2008; Gwinn & Strack, 2010; Stoever, 2016). These are
all seen as markers of a system that is functioning well with a common ideology
regarding domestic violence and an emphasis on coordinated service (Bostaph, 2010;
Stoever, 2016). The implementation of a FJC has been found to be associated with
improvements in the criminal justice system’s response to domestic violence. The colocation of both the police and the Crown Attorney within the FJC was also found to lead
to increased reporting to the police, and a stronger prosecutorial and criminal justice
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response to domestic violence (Bostaph, 2010; EMT Associates, 2013; Giacomazzi,
Hannah & Bostaph, 2008; Gwinn & Strack, 2010). This stronger prosecutorial presence
included an increase in the number of men required to participate in court-ordered
domestic violence treatment (Bostaph, 2010; Giacomazzi, Hannah & Bostaph, 2008;
Gwinn & Strack, 2010). Despite the apparent benefits of these models, their
effectiveness is still debated in the literature. Two studies found that the use of a FJC or
co-located service delivery model did not result in a change in the overall rates of DV
(Post et al, 2008; Visher et al, 2008).
Given the number of different agencies that comprise a FJC, the potential
differences in management style, organizational culture and service delivery approach, it
is possible to anticipate numerous challenges associated with the FJC model of service
delivery (Banks, Dutch & Wang, 2008; Duke, Schebler, & Ruhland-Petty, 2015; Edleson
& Malik, 2008); Stanley & Humphreys, 2014). Studies have highlighted that
organizational challenges and tensions that exist between the criminal justice partners and
community-based service providers. A study conducted to examine the development and
implementation of collaborative service delivery models of service found that participants
anticipated challenges in the collaborative process prior to the commencement of service
delivery. The anticipated challenges in collaboration resulted from each system having
“distinctive political considerations, staff demographics, organizational philosophies,
funding sources, and experiences with similar initiatives, which shaped their priorities
and issues” (Janczewski, Dutch & Wang, 2008). These are longstanding, historical issues
that are embedded in the organizational culture and systemic position of the organizations
desiring to collaborate (Banks, Dutch & Wang, 2008). In order to effectively collaborate,
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participants indicated that it was necessary to address these challenges as they arose
(Janczewski, Dutch & Wang, 2008).
Tensions between partner agencies can be considered in two distinct ways. The
first is to consider the relative ‘power’ held by each agency. This is an ongoing issue that
requires constant diligence to address. Banks, Dutch and Wang (2008) found that within
the co-located service delivery model, there are certain organizations that have more
power than others. Systems of child welfare and the CJS have more organizational
resources and authority within the community setting (Banks, Dutch & Wang, 2008).
These systems also have more financial resources than other partner agencies affording
them more power structure their work, whereas community-based service providers have
much more limited resources resulting in less power. This power differential has the
ability to disrupt the collaborative processes and place one organization in a more
domineering role over the others. It therefore results in community-based service
providers, while being at the table, not having as loud a voice as other partner agnecies
(Malik, Ward, Janczewski, 2008).
Another important concept that Banks, Dutch and Wang (2008) found was the
importance of institutional empathy as a facilitator of collaboration. Institutional empathy
is defined as “the understanding of the context and environment that shape how another
system operates and works with families who are experiencing child maltreatment and
domestic violence” (Banks, Dutch, Wang, 2008, p. 894). In order to build and maintain
collaborative relationships, partner agencies must set realistic expectations regarding
systemic change in other partner agencies (Banks, Dutch, & Wang, 2008). The bringing
together of different systems to collectively respond to the issue of DV requires that
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organizations engage in the process of change in relationship to other agencies. This
change takes time to accomplish and is more likely to be successful through fostering
institutional empathy between partner agencies.
One of the main challenges facing FJCs is the differing focus of service delivery.
Research exploring the experiences of FJC staff noted that this difference was a source of
potential conflict at some FJC sites. Criminal justice partners are concerned with the
investigation and prosecution of DV matters. This often involves an intense focus on the
offender, risk identification and mitigation (Duke, Schebler & Ruhland-Petty, 2015;
Stanley & Humphreys, 2014; Stoever, 2016). In contrast, community-based DV service
providers are interested in the safety, well-being and needs of the victim (Duke, Schebler
& Ruhland-Petty, 2015; Stoever, 2016). Research examining co-location has found that
increased screening and coordination of risk assessment processes results in improved
collaboration between agencies (Malik, Ward & Janczewski, 2008).
Additionally, challenges related to the co-ordination of risk assessment practices
has been identified as a challenge for FJC service delivery models (Stanley &
Humphreys, 2014). Assessments completed by criminal justice partners and non-criminal
justice partners may result in the gathering of different information and difficulties in
providing appropriate services to DV victims (Stanley & Humphreys, 2014).
Another practical area of concern that is raised regarding the collaboration
between different systems is the sharing of information between agencies and potential
issues related to confidentiality. In order to provide service to victims of DV, the sharing
of information is a prudent practice point. However, DV advocates indicated that at the
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inception of a FJC, they were reluctant to share information with the CJS for fear of
endangering the woman (Janczewski, Dutch & Wang, 2008).
The organizational functioning of the FJC is also impacted by several other
factors. These include the ability of smaller community-based organizations to provide
staff, the differences in stable funding between criminal justice partners and community
partners, and the potential for partners to compete over financing (Duke, Schebler, &
Ruhland-Petty, 2015). It may also include the ‘downloading’ of work from criminal
justice partners to non-criminal justice agencies (Stanley & Humphreys, 2014). All of
these factors can increase the tensions between partner agencies and effect the work
being completed.
Delivering service within a FJC model, however, does appear to improve service
delivery to families. Staff working within the FJC environment report that collaboration
in this setting results in more effective help to women seeking it (Bostaph et al., 2011).
The use of this service delivery model stream-lines the accessibility of service to women
who have experienced DV. Employees of partner agencies within FJCs perceive this
service delivery model as “a route to empowerment” (Hoyle & Palmer, 2014, p. 200) that
provides victims the opportunity to receive services that meet what they need in their
lives. FJC front-line staff further report that victims of domestic violence receive more
comprehensive and streamlined services at a FJC site because of the co-location of
service providers (The Alameda County Family Justice Center, 2008; DeGeer, 2016;
Hoyle & Palmer, 2014; Shepherd & Pence, 1999).
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When asked about their experiences, women who experience DV are positive
about accessing service from a FJC (Bostaph et al., 2011; Hoyle & Palmer, 2014).
Women indicate that they feel their needs were met, they were emotionally validated and
that the services were coordinated in a supportive manner (Bostaph et al., 2011; Hoyle &
Palmer, 2014). DV victims getting help through a FJC also reported reduced isolation and
enhanced self-esteem (Gibson, 2008). Attending a FJC has been reported to be an
empowering process for them, enabling them to leave their abusive relationships
(Bostaph et al., 2011; Gibson, 2008; Hoyle & Palmer, 2014). Family Justice Centres were
described as sites where DV victims could be empowered to make decisions regarding
their safety and well-being (Hoyle & Palmer, 2014) In addition to emotional support,
many women highlighted the importance of the practical help they received to navigate
the court system, obtain protective orders and welfare, as well as advice on finding
shelter (Bostaph et al., 2011; Gibson, 2008; Hoyle & Palmer, 2014; Olson & Parekh,
2010).
The FJC model of service delivery holds a great deal of potential for improving
the response to DV (Hoyle & Palmer, 2014). While there is a lack of empirical or
scientific data that demonstrate, definitive outcomes associated with this model, the
current literature suggests there are many benefits for both victims and service providers.
My study aims to add an additional dimension to this body of literature through the
examination of the work that occurs at a FVP and to identify the ways that risk theory
and collaboration theory are used as part of the response to DV.

The History of the Family Violence Project
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The history of the FVP is important to this research. Many different community
members in the Waterloo Region hold parts of the story about FVP’s origins. The project
was created shortly after several provincial inquests, including an inquest into a horrific
homicide in the Waterloo Region. The creation of the FVP was, at times, the result of a
great deal of pragmatism. Many things happened in short succession that moved the FVP
towards actualization. My research brought me into contact with several of the original
architects of the FVP, and I was often the recipient of details regarding its founding. My
interviews resulted in its collective oral history, and to set the context for my research,
this is related here, as told to me by informants to this project.
Shortly after the Hadley Inquest recommendations were released in 2004, several
community leaders and executive directors in the Waterloo Region began discussions
regarding the possibility of co-locating service providers responding to DV. The first of
these discussions arose from the needs of the Sexual Assault Centre at St. Mary’s
Hospital in Kitchener. The Sexual Assault team there had been housed in the former
nun’s residence beside the hospital. This provided convenient access to the hospital
setting. However, in 2000 a decision was made to demolish the nun’s residence to create
additional parking for the hospital.
At the same time, Catholic Family Services (CFS), now known as Carizon Family
and Community Services, had just finished building their new office space on Queen
Street in Kitchener. Conversations between the Executive Director of CFS and the
director of the Sexual Assault Treatment Centre (SATC), now known as the Sexual
Assault Domestic Violence Treatment Centre (SA/DV) resulted in an agreement for the
sexual assault team to rent the second-floor office space from CFS. The move took place
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in 2002. This happened at the same time they received additional funding to add DV to
their mandate.
With the introduction of the additional funding and the mandate to treat victims of
DV, the Director of SA/DV began to look for other examples of agencies responding to
this issue. Her search resulted in a trip to observe the San Diego Family Justice Centre
(FJC) and to consider adopting a similar model in the Waterloo Region. On her return
from San Diego, she approached the Executive Director of CFS and proposed a new and
innovative model of service delivery in response to DV. There was consensus that the
FJC model held promise, but the Waterloo Region lacked a central component required to
make it effective; it had no specialized police DV unit.
Serendipity is probably responsible for what happened next. In May 2004, the
Waterloo Regional Police Service (WRPS) conducted a service delivery review. There
had been many challenges to police service delivery in the Waterloo Region, including
how to find a way to effectively respond to the issue of domestic violence. In 2000, the
Ministry of the Solicitor General, as it was then known, added Directive LE-024 to the
Police Services Manual which set out new standards for policing in Ontario. This
directive required individual police departments across the province to develop and
maintain “procedures on and processes for undertaking and managing investigations into
domestic violence occurrences” (Ministry of the Solicitor General, 2000, p. 1). LE-024
stated that police departments would now be tasked with forming and participating in
community-based Domestic Violence Coordinating Committees, would have trained DV
investigators, and have a set of investigative procedures specific to situations of DV.
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The most significant of these changes was the introduction of the Mandatory
Charge Policy:
The procedures should provide that in all domestic violence occurrences, an
officer is to lay a charge where there are reasonable grounds to do so, including;
a) where a person has breached a condition of bail, parole, probation or a peace
bond;
b) for any offence committed under the Criminal Code, including obstruction of
justice (i.e., dissuading the victim from testifying); or
c) when there is a contravention of a valid order under sections 24 and 46 of the
Family Law Act and Section 35 of the Children’s Law Reform Act. (Ministry of
the Solicitor General, 2000, p.7)
The Mandatory Charge Policy was created to relieve the victim from the stress of having
to agree to have charges laid against their partner3 (Daniels, 1997). Historically, the
decision to lay charges in cases of DV remained with the victim. This also led to
considerable difficulty in prosecuting the case, or it meant that many victims feared
coming forward for fear of retribution. Section 16 of LE-024 sets out that the decision to
lay charges is not influenced by non-legal factors including “marital status, disposition of
a previous call, a victim’s unwillingness to attend court and cooperate, the likelihood of a
conviction, denial of the incident by either party, and socio-economic factors” (Ministry
of the Solicitor General, 2000, p. 7).

3

There is a debate in the literature about the impact of mandatory charge policies, but a review of this
debate is beyond the scope of my dissertation.
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LE-024 also mandated that every police service must adopt one of four specific DV
service delivery models. They are;
a) ensuring that an adequate number of patrol officers are designated as
domestic violence investigators;
b) establishing a specialized unit of domestic violence investigators that will be
responsible for undertaking, managing or reviewing the investigation of
domestic violence occurrences;
c) designating a domestic violence occurrence as a threshold occurrence under
the police service’s criminal investigation management plan, thereby
requiring that the investigation be undertaken or managed by a criminal
investigator; or
d) designating patrol supervisors as domestic violence investigators who will be
responsible for undertaking, managing or reviewing all domestic violence
occurrence investigations. (Ministry of the Solicitor General, 2000, p.3-4)
It is within this changing policing environment that the WRPS began to examine
how they delivered police services. In May 2004, Police Chief Larry Gravill seconded
several officers to the WRPS Service Review Team. It was tasked to examine the service
delivery models of other police jurisdictions and make recommendations accordingly.
While the team had a wide focus, they encountered several promising models of service
delivery related to DV. The most interesting and promising was the use of a specialized
police DV unit. They found that these units were associated with improved relationships
amongst service providers, reduced risk of domestic homicide and increased referrals to
sexual assault teams.
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Like other police services, the WRPS had experienced challenges in developing a
response to domestic violence, which at the time required a uniformed officer to respond
to a complaint and follow the case from beginning to end. This meant that once involved
in an investigative process, the uniformed officer was often unavailable for other matters.
It was hoped that the Service Delivery Review would provide options that would give
more uniformed officers the opportunity to remain on patrol, as opposed to being tied up
with administrative work.
The recommendations of the Service Delivery Review included the creation,
development and deployment of a specialized Domestic Violence Unit (DVU) and the
WRPS began creating the DVU in 2005. It was decided to have specialized detectives
responsible for the investigation of domestic violence occurrences. The challenge facing
the Waterloo Regional Police in implementing this service model was they had no space
in which to house such a specialized unit.
The issue came up in a series of conversations with the executive director of the
SA/DV Treatment Centre in 2004/2005. Having just returned from a visit to the San
Diego FJC, the Director suggested the police communicate with CFS about renting space
at the Queen Street location. The police moved into the location in 2005 and momentum
for the FVP continued to build. The partners then discussed inviting others to join them,
including the Crown Attorney, the Women’s Shelters and Family and Children’s
Services. By 2006 everyone had moved in, and another trip had been made to San Diego
and several other sites to observe other collaborations in action.
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By spring of 2006, the FVP opened its doors to the public and began operating as
a set of partners responding to DV. This was done with no formalized procedures or
protocols in place. Agencies simply rented space from CFS and there was a general
agreement about the importance of relationships and collaboration. Almost every
informant with historical knowledge about the FVP acknowledged two things about the
development of the FVP: one, that there were growing pains in the early years and two,
there was never any ‘plan’. The informants suggested that the FVP emerged from
opportunities and worked out so well because of the strength of relationships involved.

Summary
Taken in their totality, the three inquests and the work of the Joint Committee on
Domestic Violence represent a broad inquiry into the issue of DV. These processes
explored personal tragedies, made recommendations to reduce the number of DV-related
deaths and to improve the provincial response to DV. The depth and breadth of the
recommendations is considerable. These processes generated 453 recommendations that
examined the importance of improving the DV education of service providers, the
importance of emergency shelter and housing for victims of DV, the role of income
support for victims, and the importance of the development and maintenance of
information and technology systems designed to track DV-related information for service
providers.
More specifically, the focus of the recommendations related to the response to
DV by police and the criminal justice system, who were considerably involved in the
May/Isles and Hadley cases; both Arlene May and Gillian Hadley turned to the Criminal
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Justice System (CJS) for safety and support. Once engulfed by these processes, neither
women were provided with support or safety as their abusers repeatedly breached bail
conditions (Sampson, 2003). Both the May/Isles and the Hadley juries recognized that the
CJS needed to be part of the solution “to the extent that it can effectively provide
protection for victims of violence after it has occurred” (O’Marra, 2006, p. 250). To
ensure the safety of DV victims, the criminal justice system must manage the alleged
offender to reduce the likelihood of recidivism. This also included examining the
interaction between the police/criminal justice system and DV community-based service
providers. In all of three of the inquests, the presence or absence of collaboration between
the police/criminal justice system and community-based DV service providers was
highlighted and reflected within the recommendations made.
The inquest processes and the work of the Joint Committee emphasized the
increased use of risk assessments by service providers when responding to DV. In so
doing, these processes attempted to institutionalize risk as a dominant discourse into the
work of DV response. Risk, risk management and risk assessment became common
language used by agencies to describe their response to DV. This was evident in two
areas; the organizational nature and the front-line work of responding to DV.
For organizations and agencies, the emphasis on risk and risk assessment resulted
in an increase in risk management strategies, defined as “identifying practices or
activities that may potentially lead to legal liability” (Gambrill & Shlonsky, 2001, p. 80).
Risk management is more broadly conceptualized as “an effort to identify, assess and
reduce where appropriate, risks to [clients], visitors, staff and organizational assets”
(Gambrill & Shlonksy, 2001, p. 80). Risk-related decisions are often embedded in the
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self-interests of organizations and institutions (Power, 2007). In addition, risk
management is a way to protect an agency’s interests in the face of increased public
criticism - and/or to demonstrate they are functioning in a way that appears reasonable
due to the fear of institutional sanctions (Power, 2007).
However, risk is managed through new managerial relationships that operate
between political decision-making and front-line professionals (Denney, 2005), and has
led to a reconfiguring of relationships between management and the front-line workers,
entrenching notions of the power differential between them. Risk management has also
created an increased emphasis on individual accountability (Kemshall, Parton, Welsh &
Watterson, 1997) and decision-making that is defensible and in the interests of the
organization (Pollack, 2008).
The emphasis on risk has also resulted in an increased use of risk assessment tools
by front-line staff. The emphasis on risk assessment was intended to ensure the
standardization of practice and to improve the overall accountability amongst service
providers when responding to DV (Anglin, 2002; Baines, 2010; Connell et al., 2009;
Krane & Davies, 2000; Parton, Thorpe & Wattam, 1997; Power, 2007). The professionals
who now use risk assessments are perceived as experts in resolving incidents of DV
(Christie & Mittler, 1999). The completion of risk assessment tools is seen to exist and be
used within the realm of experts who occupy a specific body of knowledge. For social
workers responding to DV, risk assessment privies certain knowledge over other placing
the social worker in the role of expert (Christie & Mittler, 1999).
Front-line workers have been confronted with a new reality of their work due to
the inclusion of risk assessment. The risk discourse and the prevailing political landscape
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has instilled in them a responsibility for the safety and well-being of those on their
caseloads, with apparent repercussions should harm befall a client. While risk assessment
is a practice completed by front-line staff, risk management is an over-arching umbrella
under which they must work. This has led to an increased prevalence of fear-based
thinking and worst-case scenario case management strategies by front-line workers
(Davis, 2008; Littlechild, 2008; Swift & Callahan, 2009). This fear-based work ethic has
been detrimental to the relationships that workers develop with families. The focus on
risk and the use of risk assessment tools continually threatens to “distance social workers
from the daily lives of their clients and thus decontextualize the evaluation of other risk
factors” (Krane & Davis, 2000, p. 41) and has resulted in hostile and adversarial
relationships with clients and families (Davis, 2008).
The inquests and the work of the Joint Committee also shaped DV as a collective
concern, as opposed to a private issue. Before, many service providers and agencies
worked in isolation on the issue, collaborating when necessary. The VAW and criminal
justice sector worked quite independently of each other. The inquests recommended
moving from a silo-based model of service delivery to a more collaborative model, and
with the work of the Joint Committee emphasized the responsibility of the criminal
justice system to respond to DV alongside community-based service providers (O’Marra,
2006). The importance of creating processes and structures to foster collaboration was
also stressed.
The inquests and the Joint Committee represent historical moments in time. They
were an opportunity to examine the structural response to DV in Ontario. Their legacy is
tangible and it is interesting that these events had such a long-standing impact on the
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work done in response to DV. There are now more structural processes related to DV
(mandatory charging, increased access to services for victims, DV specialized courts) and
mechanisms in place (such as the Domestic Violence Death Review Committee) to
continually learn from tragedies when they occur. More interestingly, the
recommendations from these processes appear embedded at the FVP and influence the
daily work of responding to DV.
Chapter Three presents the academic scholarship that informs my dissertation.
The theories that I rely upon parallel much of the discussion and ideas raised during the
public processes reviewed in this chapter. My use of risk theory and collaboration theory
are both well suited to explore the work of the FVP and I review the work of leading
thinkers in these areas. In addition, I introduced the notion of the Panopticon, a method of
surveillance that informed my thinking about the functioning of the FVP as creating a
web of surveillance to monitor families where DV has occurred. These theories inform
my thinking about the work of the FVP and the development of a community-based
model that comprises the response to DV by the FVP partner agencies.
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Chapter Three: Theoretical Perspectives
Introduction
This chapter sets out the theoretical perspectives that inform my thinking about
the work of the Family Violence Project (FVP). I have chosen to use risk theory,
governmentality, and collaboration theory to guide my research. In Chapter Two, it was
apparent that the findings and recommendations by the inquests and the Joint Committee
on DV influenced the response to DV in Ontario. The work that occurs at the FVP has
also been informed by risk, an emphasis on inter-agency collaboration; and the increased
importance of monitoring alleged offenders for potential recidivism. The theories that I
have chosen for my research provide me with a framework with which to understand the
work that occurs at the FVP and to deepen the understanding of the impact of this model
of service delivery.
The field of social work has experienced a rise in the way risk has informed the
work we do. In almost every facet of the social work profession, risk and its assessment
has become embedded in our thinking to become one of the central tasks associated with
our work. The result is that in social work, as with other fields, considerations around risk
and the use of risk assessment tools are increasingly part of our workday and are now
central concepts when responding to DV. As such, the scholarship on risk is reviewed
and informs my research. As an extension of the risk and governmentality scholarship, I
introduce the idea of the Panopticon as a way to consider the role of surveillance at the
FVP. The Panopticon was originally developed by Bentham (as cited in Foucault, 1980)
and expanded on by Foucault (1980), to consider how governing occurs. I rely on the
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scholarship associated with the Panopticon to expand the thinking about the impact of the
FVP from responding to DV to monitoring and maintaining surveillance on families
where DV has occurred.
Social workers have also experienced an increase in the requirement to
collaborate with other social service providers, and this offers an opportunity to improve
service provision efficiency (Sanders & Langan, 2018), while also ensuring clients are
directed to the most appropriate service provider. Service delivery models such as the
FVP are designed to improve such collaboration and effectiveness. Given the focus of my
research and the work of the FVP, my research is also informed by the scholarship on
collaboration theory.
My theoretical orientation in this research is an extension of my learning from
both the academic setting and my experiences working in the field. As I noted earlier,
Chapters Two and Three are linked through the constant emphasis on the importance of
risk and collaboration. These ideas have become central to the work of those who
respond to DV daily. While the Coroner’s Inquests and the Joint Committee on DV
highlighted the use of risk tools and the importance of collaboration in responding to DV,
the theories that structure my research are meant to guide my thinking about the
implications of relying on risk and the challenges associated with collaboration. They
also guide my thinking on the merits of a co-located model of service delivery. In this
manner, my theoretical perspectives guide my thinking beyond the social context to
consider the greater implications associated with the work of the FVP.

Risk Society, Governmentality and the Panopticon
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The identification, assessment and management of risk and the use of risk
management tools have become central to - and part of the technical aspects of - the work
of many service providers who respond to DV. Risk assessment now also influences
decisions made by FVP partner agencies, many of whom rely on risk assessment tools to
complete their work. Because these assessment tools vary, there might be implications
for the way in which risk is perceived or how service is delivered to families.
The use of risk discourse to structure social relations is an important component
of the current response to DV. In considering risk-related literature, two prominent
perspectives can be considered. These include the works of ‘risk society’ theorists, Ulrich
Beck (1992) and Anthony Giddens (1991, 1999) and governmentality theory associated
with the writings of Michel Foucault (1991, 2007). Each of these perspectives examines
the origins and nature of risk, and while there is some overlap, each is generally
concerned with the social, political and cultural nature of risk (Lupton, 1999).
Risk
The works of Ulrich Beck and Anthony Giddens often parallel each other. Beck’s
ideas that relate to the ‘risk society’ have been particularly influential. Both Beck (1992)
and Giddens (1991, 1999) argue that the changing nature of individuals’ relationships
with social structures and the effects of modernization, scientism, and industrialization,
have made individuals more aware of the risks associated with modern-day life. Beck
(1992) defines risk as “a systematic way of dealing with hazards and insecurities induced
and introduced by modernization itself” (p. 21). He theorizes that individuals have
become increasingly unconvinced of the value of scientific progress and outcomes and
have begun to question the validity of the scientific method. Giddens (1999) also argues
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that increased preoccupation with risk is associated with an attendant shift toward a more
globalized society. The transition from a society of predominantly external risks
(predictable risks) to one of manufactured risks (risks created by human progression) has
resulted in individuals being more aware of risk and more responsive to it in their lives
(Giddens, 1999).
Both Beck and Giddens emphasize that the evolution from modernity to late
modernity (the risk society) has produced increased reflexivity among individuals. This
process, identified as ‘reflexive modernization’, which is defined as occurring when the
individual confronts the self and evaluates the influence of risk in their lives (Beck,
1992). The risk society, Beck (1992) argues, requires individuals to be reflexive about
their lives, their relationship to technology and the risks that they encounter. Individuals
are continually reconsidering how to manage new risks perceived to exist in society
(O’Malley, 2004). Reflexive modernization involves a cyclical process between experts
and members of society. As individuals become aware of new risks, experts and
institutions create new ways to manage the risks to assuage societal anxiety. As Webb
(2006) notes, reflexive monitoring of risk has become “intrinsic to personal and
institutionalized risk processes” (p. 34).
Reflexive modernization has led to increased individualization and fewer
perceived constraints on members of society. Individuals are evaluating risks associated
with traditional customs and life choices. Virtually any subject or decision is subject to
evaluation of the risk it poses to the individual (Beck, 1992). Less constraint means
increased individual involvement in the shaping of the modernization process (Beck,
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1992). Individuals are open to new and innovative ways to exist, including in the
evaluation of risk.
Governmentality
Governmentality occupied a small portion of the works of Michel Foucault.
However, his ideas on the topic have influenced a body of literature. In this paper, I am
informed by the scholarship of Rose (1996, 2000), Miller and Rose (2008) and Parton
(1994, 1999). These theorists are influenced particularly by Foucault’s work on the ways
in which strategies of discipline are employed as surveillance and management of
individuals and groups (Foucault, 1991). Foucault coined the concept, ‘governmentality’,
and considered it to be an:
ensemble formed by the institutions, procedures and tactics that allow the
exercise of this very specific albeit complex form of power, which has as its
target population, as its principal form of knowledge political economy, and as
its essential technical means apparatuses of security (Foucault, 1991, p. 102).
As a “range of mechanisms through which different groups and forms of knowledge
regulate and thereby constitute levels of individuals, families and communities” (Parton,
1999, p. 105), this new concept challenged the traditional notion of the role of
governments. Governmentality is a way of describing the practices and rationalities
governments use to exercise power to create active subjects within the population
(Foucault, 1991). This process shifts governing from a process of objectifying the
population to one of creating the governed as subjects. Through adopting ‘technologies
of the self’, individuals increasingly take personal responsibility for their lives and
participate in how they are governed.
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Foucault’s work on governmentality was an attempt to begin to bridge the gap
between his ideas about power and the creation of an active subject. It evolved over a
period during which he considered simply what it meant ‘to govern’ and led to the
realization that “one never governs a state, a territory or a political structure…one
governs people, individuals or groups” (Foucault, 2007, p. 122). He subsequently began
to examine issues related to security, populations and the state, before settling on
governmentality to describe the techniques and practices government uses to create an
active citizenry.
Garland (1997) expands on Foucault’s governmentality work, considering its
application within the criminal justice system within neo-liberal governments. Garland
(1997) argues that criminal justice agencies, in particular the police and government rely
upon non-state actors to expand the policing of individuals in society. This is referred to
as a ‘responsibilization strategy’, whereby “state agencies and individuals [form] a chain
of coordinated action” (Garland, 1997, p. 188) as part of the overall crime control
response. In this way, the responsibility for the assessment and management of criminal
behaviour is expanded beyond criminal justice partners to include non-criminal justice
partners and an active citizenry (Terpstra, 2004). This ‘responsibilization strategy’
expands upon Foucault’s ideas related to governing at a distance and the governing of
active individuals into a very specific area of society. Given, that the Family Violence
Project (FVP) contains several criminal justice partners and that DV has become such an
integral part of the work of the CJS, Garland’s work is applicable within this research.
The use of governmentality as a theoretical perspective has a direct bearing on
everyone connected with the issue of DV. Service providers involved in DV cases have
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become part of a web of technologies engaged by government to manage individuals who
are deemed unable to manage their own risk (Garland, 1997; Miller & Rose, 2008;
Parton, 1999). Risk has become part of the language service providers dealing with DV
use to describe various aspects of their work. Labels such as ‘at risk’ or ‘high risk’ are
frequently part of their discourse. Responding to DV has also placed service providers in
the role of experts required to provide solutions and methods for managing risk in society
(Beck, 1992; Douglas, 1992; Giddens, 1991). Accordingly, these experts hold knowledge
and expertise that are imperative in helping individuals create balance and reduce the risk
in their lives.
The Panopticon
Underlying the work of the risk and the governmentality theorists is the notion
that increasingly individuals are under greater scrutiny than ever before. The emphasis on
risk and governmentality thinking results in increased surveillance of the population as
they traverse their daily activities. For the most part, we are oblivious to the ways in
which surveillance occurs in our daily lives. However, for some families, surveillance is
an overt practice involving different aspects of their lives. The work of Bentham and
Foucault and their focus on the Panopticon are useful to more fully understand this
surveillance culture and how it relates to the FVP response to DV. An extension of the
risk society and the governmentality perspective, the Panopticon as developed by
Bentham served as part of the regulatory and disciplinary mechanisms that exist within
society (Foucault, 1995). Bentham’s Panopticon was an architectural structure, often
operationalized within a prison or penitentiary, that afforded guards the ability to surveil
the inmates from one central location (Foucault, 1995). The major effect of the

70
Panopticon is that of raising the consciousness of the inmate and creating permanent
visibility that results in the “autonomic functioning of power” (Foucault, 1995, p. 201).
Because of constant surveillance, real or perceived, the inmate’s behaviour is altered and
the institution is afforded an increased depth of the distribution of power. The panopticon
results in an important relationship between inmate and guard; the inmate is always seen
without seeing and the guard sees everything without being seen (Foucault, 1995).
As a mechanism of control, the Panopticon automatizes and dis-individualizes
power (Foucault, 1995, p. 202). Within this structure, power no longer resides in a
person, rather it is distributed throughout the architectural components (lights, walls,
gazes). It is the structure of the Panopticon that comes to re-distribute power within the
prison population as it is always present. Inmates become increasingly aware of being
observed thereby shifting their behaviour accordingly.
Traditional discussions regarding the Panopticon have emphasized the importance
of a ‘structural’ model that serves as technique of surveillance and power distribution.
Foucault (1995) expands the discussion of the Panopticon beyond the institutional
structure to understand it as model of societal functioning and daily power relations. It is
important to understand that Foucault (1995) considered power in two ways. The first is
what he identified as sovereign power. Sovereign power is power that is understood in
recognizable ways, typically through individuals (Foucault, 1995). These are often
represented as kings or agents. These individuals exercise power in particular, visible,
intermittent ways, such as taxes (Foucault, 1995). The second kind of power that
Foucault considers is disciplinary power (Foucault, 1995). This kind of power is often
invisible in nature and is exercised by those who represent the sovereign. One of the main
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differences between sovereign and disciplinary power is that sovereign power affects a
small part of an individual’s life, whereas disciplinary power is targeted at the entire
individual.
Foucault (1995) identifies that the wide-reaching number of applications of the
Panopticon makes it the perfect setting to exercise disciplinary power. Having the ability
to surveil and intervene at any given moment provides an opportunity to exercise
constant pressure on an individual. The subtle nature of the expression of power by the
Panopticon results in an efficiency in the distribution of power. The potential of the
exercising of power results in a shift in behavioural patterns without power ever being
used. Due to this constant pressure and distribution of power, the likelihood of the need
for an intervention would be small (Foucault, 1995). This is one of the attractions of the
Panopticon as a model, that it allows for constant surveillance and distribution of power,
without the need to exercise power amongst the population.
Foucault uses the Panopticon as an example to suggest the presence of similar
patterns of interaction and engagement between the state and its citizens. He writes that
“Panopticism is the general principle of a new ‘political anatomy’ whose object and end
are not the relations of sovereignty but the relations of discipline” (Foucault, 1995, p.
208). The constant monitoring that occurs within the Panopticon creates an environment
that is focused on changing behaviour rather than formally governing. It creates and
programmes across society, penetrating using disciplinary mechanisms (Foucault, 1995).
Panopticism, the use of surveillance broadly across society, alters the relationship
between state and citizens to focus on the use of discipline mechanisms as a form of
behavioural management.
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In considering the pervasive nature of surveillance, an appropriate definition is
provided by Lyon (2008). He states that surveillance occurs for the purposes of control,
entitlement, management, influence or protection (Lyon, 2008). There are several factors
that go into understanding surveillance. First, surveillance is purposeful, it is justified in
terms of control or some agreed upon societal goal. Second, it is routine, it happens
during the day-to-day course of our lives. Third, surveillance is systematic by its very
nature. It is planned and carried out and is not a random occurrence. Finally, surveillance
is focused on obtaining details either in aggregate form, but mostly it pertains to
information about specific individuals (Lyon, 2008).
The surveillance that Foucault (1995) is considering requires that power in society
“be given the instrument of permanent, exhaustive, omnipresent surveillance, capable of
making all visible, as long as it could remain invisible” (Foucault, 1995, p. 214). To
achieve this, Foucault (1995) suggests that disciplinary mechanisms are used. He defines
discipline as “a type of power, a modality for its exercise, comprising a whole set of
instruments, techniques, procedures, levels of applications, target; it is a ‘physics’ or an
‘anatomy’ of power, a technology” (Foucault, 1995, p. 215). Discipline occurs either
through a traditional method, such as a correctional institution or it may be a technology
used for specific ends by other institutions such as schools or hospitals.
Disciplines are techniques for ordering the human experience. As such, they are
emboldened with power and the tactics of power must fulfill three criteria; first the
exercise of power must be done at the lowest possible cost, second, the discipline must
bring power to its maximum intensity and extend as far as possible and third, the
discipline must link the economic growth of power to the output of apparatuses within
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which it is exercised (educational sector, medical sector, military) (Foucault, 1995, p.
218). When enacted, disciplining techniques impact multiple aspects of the human
experience including the physical nature of the body. The act of disciplining must also
bring focus to power relations in a discreet manner that correspond to the anonymous
instruments of power. These might include “hierarchical surveillance, continuous
registration, perpetual assessment and classification” (Foucault, 1995, p. 220). These acts
are meant to be substitutes for the exercising of power, to form a body of knowledge
about the individuals, rather than deploying evidence of state sanctioned sovereignty
(Foucault, 1995).
Panopticism is embedded within the structures of modern society. While there
may be limits to how power can be exercised in society, Panopticism “enables [power] to
operate, on the underside of the law, a machinery that is both immense and minute, which
supports, reinforces, multiplies the asymmetry of power” (Foucault, 1995, p. 223) that are
associated with the law. While individuals may be concerned with the juridical use of
power in society, the techniques and mechanisms of Panopticism are much subtler,
refined and insidious in nature and create the desired outcomes often associated with the
exercise of power.
The ideas related to the Panopticon, surveillance and structures of power in
society have been taken up in the literature of governmentality (Garland, 1996, 1997;
Miller & Rose, 2008). The governmentality literature concerns itself with methods of
governing that occur in advanced liberal societies, including methods of control and
surveillance. Within the governmentality literature, importance is placed upon
understanding the role of new technologies that provide insight into the lives of
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individuals that allow for the modulation of behaviour as required (Rose, 1996, Miller &
Rose, 1996). Panopticism is one way to consider the work that occurs at the FVP that
begins to account for the ways in which families are placed under surveillance under the
auspices of victim safety but are meant to monitor the alleged offender and the family.
Panopticism relies upon the use of disciplines to regulate and modulate the citizenship.
These might include technologies (Foucault, 1995) which can be instruments, techniques
or procedures that are applied to a target.
Risk has become more pervasive within the social services (Swift & Callahan,
2009) and the dramatic increase in Ontario over the past 25 years is impacting almost
every social service sector. As a result, service providers working on the issue of DV
consider ‘risk’ from the outset of their service provision. They have also had to learn a
new set of skills and to use new technologies and assessment tools to be able to identify
and construct risk as part of their work. This provides them with the opportunity to
engage families in the provision of services related to risk reduction.

The Importance of Collaboration
Collaboration is one of the new norms in social services. The increased emphasis
on collaborations allows agencies to achieve greater outcomes and provide greater access
to services for their clients (Sloper, 2004; Mann, et al. 2007; Terpstra, 2008; Thompson et
al, 2007; Wood & Gray, 1991). Collaboration has also become an expected practice as
part of the neoliberal shift of reducing resources and the need to continue to deliver
service to as many families as possible (Garland, 1997; Miller & Rose 2008; Sanders &
Langan, 2018). As the language of risk has become embedded in social service work,
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collaboration has increasingly been perceived as an excellent method for addressing risk
factors and with this increased emphasis, assessment and risk management collaboration
has taken on greater importance. Many agencies are increasingly responsible for
assessing risk in the families to whom they provide services. More and more frequently,
community agencies are sharing information for case planning to reduce identified risk
factors (for example, homelessness, poverty, substance use) (Sanders & Langan, 2018).
Prior to the collaborative efforts represented by service models such as the Family
Justice Centre (FJC), the silo-based model of service delivery was considered the norm,
despite knowledge that it resulted in poor outcomes for women (Gwinn & Strack, 2010;
Shepard & Pence, 1999). Historically, agencies with differing mandates might not have
had to work closely together, but the current climate and the evolution of the response to
DV by different service providers has increasingly emphasized the importance of
collaboration between agencies.
This shift to a more collaborative response to DV has been one of the most
significant changes the DV and Violence Against Women (VAW) sectors have had to
negotiate. Many of the FVP agencies have historically worked in relative isolation from
each other. There may have been a community of DV service providers who co-operated
during service provision, but there was no structure or support present to promote
collaboration.
However, through the development of the FVP – a collaborative service delivery
model involving the co-location of multiple agencies – service providers in the same area
no longer compete for resources and instead are now working closely with other
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community partners. To understand the implications of this shift, the following
discussion explores the theory of collaboration, including what constitutes collaboration,
and the benefits and barriers associated with this method of service delivery.
Definitions of collaboration often focus on the physical or structural aspects of
how the work of service providers is organized. There are many definitions of
collaboration (Wood & Gray, 1991), however it can be simply defined as the success that
results when the agencies or communities work together (Lips, O’Neil & Eppel, 2011;
Sloper 2004). Structural interactions are often used to define collaboration, including the
development of protocols and procedures to guide practice: regular or joint meetings for
the purposes of case management: co-location of agencies: and possibly the full
integration of agencies (Sloper, 2004). Collaboration is often defined in relation to the
complexity of the social issue being addressed; the more complex the social problem, the
more complex the collaboration that is likely to be required (Bazzoli et al. 2003; Lips et
al., 2011). The definition I am using for my research is:
Collaboration is a process in which autonomous or semi-autonomous actors
interact through formal and informal negotiation, jointly creating rules and
structures governing their relationships and ways to act or decide on issues that
brought them together; it is a process involving shared norms and mutually
beneficial interactions. (Thompson et al., 2007, p.3)
I chose this after reviewing many different definitions. This definition by
Thompson et al. (2007) captures many of the different aspects of collaboration I believe
exist at the FVP. It is broad enough to consider many of the different aspects of this
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delivery model, and sufficiently specific to be able to identify collaborative moments that
have arisen during my research.
Conceptualizing collaboration along a continuum emphasizes its fluidity (see
Figure 1). By using a continuum to consider the nature of collaboration, it is easy to see
that as the degree of integration increases, so does the intensity of collaboration.
Less intense

More intense

Communication

Cooperation

Collaboration

Integration

Inter-agency
information sharing

Shared policies or
protocols for
dealing with clients

Sharing resources,
staff and decisionmaking

Integrated
programmes,
planning, funding,
co-location

Figure 1: Continuum of types of inter-agency collaboration. Adopted from Roberts & O’Connor (n.d.)

Factors Influencing Collaboration
As more and more agencies included DV as part of their mandate, many
considered collaboration as method of improving their service delivery. However, the
process of collaborating is not simple. Just being open to the idea of collaboration
between two or more agencies does not guarantee success; there are many different
factors that can impact effectiveness. These can include organizational structure,
leadership, managerial differences, developmental stage of the collaboration and interagency communication. This section reviews the overall influence of these factors on
collaborations between agencies.
When considering inter-agency collaborations focused on responding to DV,
research has found that the facilitators and barriers to collaboration in response to
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domestic violence are parallel to those identified when other groups collaborate. These
include the importance of communication, trust, organizational support and building a
strong identity (Lalayants, 2013). The literature also identifies the importance of
leadership as a factor that can assist in the development of successful collaborations
regarding domestic violence. The presence and commitment of a core group of leaders
from various agencies has been found to be an important element in ensuring the success
of building multi-agency collaborations designed to address domestic violence (Clark et
al., 1997; Impink, 2004; Lalayants, 2013).
Organizational structure and network have been identified as important factors
that impact collaboration. Successful collaborations often include agencies that have clear
and realistic aims, well-defined roles and responsibilities; commitment by senior and
front-line staff, strong leadership, and good systems of communication at all levels
(Sloper 2004). Additionally, ongoing implementation and management of collaboration
was found to require shared and adequate resources, recruitment of the right staff with the
right experience and knowledge, joint training and support. An evaluation of the
collaboration process was an additional feature (Lips et al., 2011; McWayne, Broomfield,
Sidoti, Camacho, 2008; Sloper, 2004).
Organizational and managerial differences can often act as barriers to
collaboration. Differences in managerial practice, agency policies and procedures, as well
as communication mechanisms were found to be detrimental to collaborative success
(Lips et al., 2011; Sloper, 2004). In addition, poor outcomes were associated with
constant reorganization, frequent staff turnover, financial uncertainty, differences in
professional ideologies and agency cultures (Lips et al., 2011; Sloper, 2004).
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Leadership within individual agencies is often cited as an important factor linked
to the success/failure of collaborations. Action-oriented leadership is identified within the
literature as being important to overall progress (Bazzoli et al. 2003) and agencies with
leaders that are clear, goal-oriented and able to build partnerships are also associated with
effective collaborations (Bardach, 1998; Bazzoli et al., 2003; Impink, 2004). Conversely,
the ability to effectively manage in a multi-agency collaboration was found to be
challenging due to the lack of resources, abuse of power, lack of accountability, lack of
expertise and a lack of trust amongst partners (Varda, Shoup & Miller, 2012). Differences
in managerial strategies were also found to impede success; many managers are often
familiar with leading within a hierarchical structure but may struggle within the context
of a complex network. As such, their leadership within inter-agency collaborations may
become ineffective.
Communication is additionally cited as an important factor in the success of interagency collaborations (McWayne, et al., 2008; Varda, et al., 2012). Good outcomes stem
from the use of effective communication between agency partners (Lips et al., 2011;
Varda, et al., 2012). The sharing of information within the collaborative process is
adversely affected by the following; organizational barriers, including competing
organizational missions; conflicting organizational boundaries and lack of funding;
political and legal barriers, including a lack of legislature support and laws and
regulations; technical barriers, including compatible hardware or software and
appropriate technology (Lips et al., 2011; Sloper, 2004; White & Featherstone, 2005).
As inter-agency collaboration potentially places different professions near each
other, one of the challenges to successful collaboration may be the competing nature of
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the professional identities associated with the agencies involved (McWayne et al, 2008).
This proximity is often accompanied by increased examination and scrutiny of the
practices of individual professions. Professionals working within an inter-agency
collaboration often reshape their professional identity while encountering other
professionals. In other situations, their professional identity may become blurred and
potentially subsumed within the professional hierarchy of the collaboration (Moran,
Jacobs, Bunn & Bifulco, 2007). Inter-professional talk is one method of establishing
identities within a collaborative structure (White & Featherstone, 2005). Within interagency collaboration, the professional identity is either reinforced or reshaped to work
with other professions. Storytelling was found to be one of the ways social workers
legitimated their role alongside similar occupations (White & Featherstone, 2005, p.
210). Often, pointing out the inadequacies of other professions operated as a reference for
social workers and helped them establish their monopoly on expertise, while
differentiating themselves at the same time (White & Featherstone, 2005, p. 210-211).
Research that explored DV-related inter-agency responses suggests additional key
differences that act as barriers to successful collaboration between service delivery
partners. These include the agency’s priorities (criminal justice vs. child safety vs.
woman safety): initiation of service (non-voluntary vs. voluntary): levels of control
(coercion vs. self-determination): and organizational structure (bureaucracy vs.
grassroots) (Beeman et al., 1999; Featherstone & Trinder, 1997; Fleck-Henderson, 2000;
Humphreys, 2007; Shepard & Pence, 1999; Stoever, 2016). Despite the intention to
collaborate, organizational culture remains an identified obstacle to effective partnership
(Banks, Dutch & Wang, 2008). For example, Malik, et al., (2008) report that one of the
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problems is the lack of progress in the development of joint policies and continued
tensions between DV agencies.
The challenges to successful collaboration in response to DV are complex and
involve many factors at all levels, micro, mezzo and macro. To facilitate successful
collaboration, the obstacles at each of these levels must be addressed by community
partners. One possible option is to emulate the co-located Family Justice Centre (FJC)
model of service delivery, which expands the notion of collaboration to include colocation. By working in physical proximity, partner agencies are more compelled to
address many of the barriers that hinder collaboration and stand a greater chance of
success.

Moving Forward

Responding to DV might be the most complicated aspect of the work of a social
worker. There is never just one way to think about the issue and on any given day
there may be numerous risk factors to consider. I have been doing this work long
enough to know a time before risk assessment was used so extensively. When it
arrived, I noticed that the thinking of my colleagues narrowed to consider far
fewer factors than we had before. Similarly, having sat through the process of
developing a DV Coordinating Committee, I can attest to the challenges of getting
multiple agencies to agree on protocols and procedures. Responding to DV and
building collaborations continues to be one of the hardest parts of this work.
(Personal Reflection)
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This chapter has presented my theoretical perspectives that inform my research.
Risk theory, governmentality, panopticism, and collaboration theory guide my thinking
about the work that occurs at the FVP. Taken in conjunction with the societal context
presented in Chapter Two, the theories provide greater insight into the importance of
these social processes. The Coroners Inquests brought to light the importance and
seriousness of domestic violence. Prior, the language of DV was not cohesive and many
social service agencies used their own tools. The inquests challenged and changed the
response to DV in Ontario. They did so by emphasizing risk, risk assessment and the
importance of collaboration. At the same time, they, and the work of the Joint
Committee, dramatically influenced the theoretical landscape associated with DV.
Through public processes, theoretical ideas standardized practices amongst service
providers to improve the response to domestic violence.
The inquests were a part of reflexive modernization that exists in society where
there is a cyclical process between individual members of society and experts (Beck,
1992; Giddens, 1991). DV remained a relatively private issue until the series of inquests
occurred and was transformed into a public issue requiring the services of experts. The
inquests and the work of the Joint Committee changed the response to DV and required
individuals to integrate risk into their work in ways that may not have previously been
considered.
The rise of risk resulted in the use of more technologies and tools by those who
respond to DV and these tools were developed and implemented across the province. One
of the potential results of the increased reliance on them is the increased potential for DV
to become an instance where families are placed under surveillance by governmental
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bodies, like the arguments put forth by Garland (1997), Parton (1999) and Foucault
(1991). In fact, some of this did occur in the aftermath of the deaths of Ralph and Gillian
Hadley. My colleagues who were still employed at the child welfare agency where the
tragedy occurred, informed me that in the days and weeks after the deaths, they were
given a mandate by management to apprehend children in situations of DV. This kind of
behaviour often ignored the gendered dynamics of the violence, or the ability of a mother
to keep her children safe. It also meant that child welfare became involved with more
families where DV occurred than ever before (Fallon et al. 2005). Safety of the children
was paramount and risk reduction was foremost on their minds. Their focus was
increasingly making decisions that were defensible as opposed to considering the best
interests of the children (Parton, 1998; Pollack, 2010).
Across Ontario, collaboration also became the expected norm when responding to
DV. Criminal justice and community-based partners were required to create formal
collaborative structures to improve their response to DV. Many different partner agencies
were required to figure out how to collaborate with each other. This meant addressing
process and protocol issues, differing mandates and differences in organizational culture
(Beeman et al., 1999; Featherstone & Trinder, 1997; Fleck-Henderson, 2000;
Humphreys, 2007; Shepard & Pence, 1999). Many challenges needed to be overcome to
successfully collaborate as part of the new ‘norm’ when responding to DV and it took
many years for some communities to successfully develop effective collaborations.
The research I present in Chapters Five (Hooking-in), Six (Activating); and Seven
(Extending) reveals the work of the FVP and are replete with discussions about the interrelated nature of risk and collaboration. Ideas about risk and collaboration are central to
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the work at the FVP and I examine the ways they are connected and promoted through
the sharing of documents. However, part of these discussions invariably leads back to the
inquests from Chapter Two and their influence on the FVP. There is no greater sense of
purpose than one that is embedded in efforts designed to prevent history from repeating
itself. The legacy of these processes exists within the work of the FVP, and the memory
of the victims is never far from those I encountered as I undertook this research.
Prior to presenting my research, Chapter Four presents my research methodology
and introduces the reader to Institutional Ethnography (IE). I provide details about my
research setting, my recruitment method and participants in my project. Chapter Four
explores the use of IE as an appropriate research method for examining a multi-service
agency such as the FVP. I use IE to set out my interest in examining how the work of the
FVP is structured using documents to reveal the inner workings of such a complex
institutional setting.
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Chapter Four: Method of Inquiry and Research Design
When I learned about the Family Violence Project (FVP), I was very curious
about the actualities and its inner workings. I pondered how the work got
completed amidst all the agencies. More importantly, I wanted to deeply know
what it was like to work there; to collaborate, to work closely with so many
partners. Was it easier? How did collaboration occur? Moreover, I was curious
about the dynamics of the power structures that were inherently located at the
FVP.
At the outset of this project, I intuitively knew that I wanted to understand ‘how’
the FVP operates and I knew that my method and design needed to support this
desire. I also wanted to use a method that would allow me to incorporate my
personal and professional experiences. The choice of method says a lot about the
researcher, their intent and their connectedness to the material. It also speaks to
their values and ideas about how knowledge is created. My choice of method was
critical to my success and to truly representing my ‘self’ in the process.
Once I read about Institutional Ethnography (IE), I was certain that this was the
most appropriate method of inquiry for this project. Research using IE reveals
details of work life and how social relations are organized. It has been used in
many different settings to examine work processes. I was curious about the
processes that were in place at the FVP and what it was like to work within this
service delivery model. The FVP structure is complex and I wanted to apply a
method that could be used to examine and understand its ‘inner workings’
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through the perspective of both service users and service providers. I felt that
research into a complex setting such as the FVP would benefit from the use of IE.
(Personal Reflection)

Introduction
Institutional Ethnography (IE) focuses on the day-to-day lived experiences of
individuals (Smith, 1987, 1999, 2002, 2005, 2006). I chose this method of inquiry for my
research as, given my interest in community-based responses to domestic violence (DV),
it would provide the opportunity to explore the experiences of everyday working life at
the Family Violence Project (FVP). I wanted to learn how this co-located model of
service delivery is working. Understanding the work processes of such a model provides
deeper insight into how multiple agencies collaborate in response to DV. For example,
understanding how the FVP agency partners work together might provide an explanation
about how such a diverse contingent of agencies navigate mandates, collaborate and
share information. The FVP represents a unique collaborative model of service delivery
where partners from the Criminal Justice System (CJS) and partners from the non-profit
sector work together in response to DV. Institutional Ethnography provides insight into
how these two sectors collaborate within a structured environment. This analysis extends
to a focus on how power is structured at the FVP and how partner agencies negotiate
issues of power amongst them.
IE was developed by Dorothy Smith (1987, 1999, 2002, 2005, 2006). IE is
increasingly being used as a social work research methodology and has been used as a
method of inquiry in similar social service settings including child welfare (de Montigny,
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1995; Parada, 2007; Swift & Callahan, 2008) and youth work (Nicols, 2014) and
domestic violence (DV) (Pence, 1997). IE was also an appropriate method of inquiry for
my research having been used to research surveillance practices (Walby 2005) and in
criminology (Welsh & Rajah, 2014). As a method of inquiry, IE has also been taken up
by those interested in using a governmentality perspective (Teghtsoonian, 2016).
According to Teghtsoonian (2016), both methods have the potential to be complimentary
of each other and that researchers should give greater consideration to impact that these
methods might have on understanding the experiences of individuals. Both IE and
governmentality theorists are interested in the daily experiences of individuals and how
these experiences are created, IE focusing on work processes and governmentality
theorists being interested in processes related to governing (Teghtsoonian, 2016).
However, they differ in methodological strategies and the focus of activism derived from
the findings (Teghtsoonian, 2016).
The work of Ellen Pence (1997) exploring the police response to DV is most
notably, and most relevant to my research. Pence (1997) demonstrated the
interconnectedness of the work processes associated with the police response to DV and
how documents are central to understanding how a DV victim is moved through the
criminal justice system. Where Pence (1997) used IE to show the work processes of one
part of the community-based response to DV, I believe that IE can be used to further
understand how all the FVP partner agencies work together to create a community-based
response to DV. This chapter explains my approach to understanding the work of the
FVP and describes my research setting.
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Institutional Ethnography
As well as an inquiry into some aspect of the day-to-day experiences of
individuals (Smith 2005), the goal of IE is to develop an understanding of the
institutional processes that influence daily experiences (DeVault & McCoy, 2006; Smith,
2005). IE does not use the terms institution or institutional in the traditional sense.
According to Smith (1987), institutions or the institutional are a “complex set of [social]
relations forming part of the ruling apparatus, organized around a distinctive function –
education, health care law and the like” (p. 160). For my research, the ‘distinctive
function’ is the response to DV by the FVP. The co-located nature of the FVP creates an
environment of interaction and engagement among FVP partner agencies. These are the
social relations of interest for my research. These social relations exist as part of the
collaboration that occurs between the FVP partner agencies. My research explores how
these social relations are developed, structured and maintained.

Social Relations and Relations of Ruling
IE considers that the world is a social locale and that human beings are social by
nature. Our social relations organize what goes on in our everyday life including our
activities and daily practices (Campbell & Gregor, 2008, p. 30). The interplay between
our social relations, that is, the ordinary activities of the everyday experience that are
“concerted and coordinated purposefully” (Campbell & Gregor, 2008, p. 27) constitutes
social organization.
Of interest to those using IE are the social relations of the individual and the way
those social relations are constructed beyond their immediate setting or site. These are
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known as the extra-local (or trans-local) settings (Campbell & Gregor, 2008). Individuals
are involved in the creation and coordination of social relations throughout their daily
lives. Given the prevalence, many social relations are invisible, such that being part of
them does not require conscious thought (Campbell & Gregor, 2008). For example, we
often follow city by-laws on a regular basis without having read the by-law document.
This is most easily observed when considering ‘poop and scoop’ by-laws requiring dog
owners to clean up after their pets (Smith, 1987). Many dog owners have not read the
actual by-law, but they follow it, knowing it exists. As a result, their localized action
connects them to an extra-local setting, namely city hall, despite the fact this social
relation is not immediately visible to them.
Institutional ethnographers focus on making visible social relations not regularly
considered by individuals as they go through their daily activities. Research using IE
reveals the relations of ruling, relations that often occur from powerful trans-local forces
that shape the lives and experiences of individuals (Smith, 2005). As Smith (1999) notes
“ruling relations are text-mediated and text-based systems of ‘communication,’
‘knowledge’, ‘information,’ ‘regulation,’ ‘control,’ and the like” (p. 77) that “form a
complex field of coordinated activities” (Smith, 1999, p. 79). Accordingly, these textmediated relations are the way power is generated and exercised in society (Smith, 1999).
In developing the notion of ruling relations, Smith (1999) draws from the work of
Karl Marx, noting that the concept of ruling relations parallels Marx’s work on
capitalism. She suggests that the exchange central to capitalism (money for commodities)
is akin to her ideas on relations of ruling. Marx’s analysis of the capitalist system
highlights how the existence of people is “produced by their work, and hence they
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depend on one another” (Smith, 1999, p. 77). For Smith, relations of ruling expand this
notion of dependence (or inter-dependence) beyond the capitalist structure to the
everyday lived experiences of the individual. To broaden the notion of ruling relations,
Smith expanded the definition of work to extend to:
anything done by people that takes time and effort, that they mean to do, that is
done under definite conditions and with whatever means and tools, and that they
may have to think about. (Smith, 2005, p. 151-152)
By enlarging the conceptualization of work to include almost any aspect of the lived
experience, Smith expands the entry point one might take in understanding an
individual’s experience. It is important to bear in mind that expanding the notion of work
also expands the connectedness of relations of ruling that can be revealed through IE. In
the same way, Marx suggested the existence of inter-dependence between the
individual’s work and their ability to purchase commodities, Smith (1999) states that
people are active in local settings as participants, involved in social relations which are
connected across multiple settings. It is then possible to consider that interdependence
between individuals and their work takes place across settings. An individual may be
dependent upon the work of others which may occur at a different setting. It is therefore
not a requirement for work to occur in the same setting and, in fact, the overarching goal
of research using IE is to reveal the interconnectedness of work and the role of text in
connecting the various sites (Smith, 1999).

Importance of Text
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Smith (1987) refers to the relations of ruling as the exertion of power within
social relations that shapes people’s actions and lives. This is accomplished by
developing an understanding of the interaction between the ways in which society is
organized and the “patriarchal forms of our contemporary experience” (Smith, 1987, p.
3). As Smith (1987) notes, it is the way individuals are ruled by “forms of organization”
(p.3) that are located within text and documents that are external to the individual. Smith
(1999) notes that the ruling relations are considered a series of coordinated activities
based in print technologies, referred to as text (p.79). Texts may comprise any number of
forms, including “material forms of words, images and sound that we can see, hear and
touch” (Turner, 2006, p. 139). For my research, texts included policy and procedures,
written documents, consent forms and other documentation that are part of the work of
FVP partner agencies.
Texts become activated when they are read. Reading text is the entry point for the
individual to be connected to other sites and requires a consideration of the nature of the
interaction between the individual and the text. As individuals encounter text there is an
interchange that occurs and Smith (2005, p. 105) indicates that reading a text is a special
kind of conversation, where the individual plays both parts, the reader and the listener.
When using IE, text is not passive; rather it is ‘activated’ by the reader (McCoy, 2006),
where the reader picks up the message of the text and ‘inserts’ it into the local setting
“and the sequence of action into which it is read” (Smith, 2005, p. 105). This interaction
is referred to as the text-reader conversation. At the same time, reading the text grounds
it in the local actualities and work experiences (Smith, 2005, p.105). In the same manner,
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text-reader conversations are important aspects of the ways in which institutional
discourses structure the daily activities of individuals.
Beyond simply being activated and bringing forth institutional discourses into the
local settings, text-reader conversations are an important part of the work processes of
daily experiences across multiple settings. Activating a text does not occur in isolation,
rather it is a process of connecting sites and coordinating work. For this to happen across
multiple settings or trans-locally, texts must be “replicable and replicated texts are
essential to the standardizing of work activities of all kinds across time and trans-locally”
(Smith, 2006, p. 166). Texts can be forms that are used daily across multiple settings,
designed to produce “the generalization and standardization of people’s doings that are
integral to the institutional” (Smith, 2006, p.167). The standardization of these forms and
work processes are how macro-institutional policies and practices organize the local
settings (DeVault & McCoy, 2006, p.29).
Texts are detached from the local setting and have their own temporal structure.
They do not have the temporality of the everyday setting where the reading is taking
place (Smith, 2006). For example, a text may have been created in another setting either
in time or locality, but is activated in the present setting through the process of it being
read. As such, it is possible to consider that texts ‘occur’ as part of a course of action
(Smith, 2006). With IE, the goal is to recognize when people activate texts as part of their
work processes which makes possible “the expansion of ethnography beyond the local to
explore and explicate institutional order” (Smith, 2006, p.169). It is important to
understand that a text might be created within one specific setting at one specific time
and yet coordinate the activities of another individual in another setting at another time.
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The coordination of work need not span a large time frame, rather the creation of the
document and the trans-local coordination may take place within a very short interval. It
may also be the case that historical documents may continue to coordinate work across
different settings long after they were created. One might consider the impact of
legislation as an example of a document that was implemented at a very specific period
but continues to coordinate activities across many different settings.
The temporal nature of text also occurs within a sequence of events that Smith
(2006) describes as the Act-Text-Act sequence (p. 67). When a course of action occurs
over a period, this is also known as the Work-Text-Work sequence. Within IE, texts are
not analyzed in abstraction; rather the goal is to determine and make observable how
texts “enter into and coordinate sequences of action” (Smith, 2006, p. 67) and how they
are embedded within the range of such action sequences.

Mapping the Institutional Process
The exploration of the coordinated nature of the work experiences and
institutional processes is central to IE. In a sense, each personal experience is part of a
puzzle that must be fit together by the researcher to reveal institutional processes (Smith,
2005). The exploration of an individual puzzle piece or lived experience often connects to
other lived experiences and pieces. Smith (2005), likens research using IE to “a jigsaw
puzzle that grows piece by piece into its own direction” (p.159). The focus of IE is on the
perspectives and experiences of participants and how those experiences fit together to
provide an understanding of the institutional processes. This is referred to as the process
of ‘mapping’. By using the mapping processes, the information gathered regarding the
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work processes are fitted together to reveal a sequence or a series of actions or some
other organizational form (Smith, 2005, p. 159). Mapping is a process that creates an
account of the lived experiences of the individual at the local site and the ‘practices’ that
shape the other important aspects of the institution (Turner, 2006). In addition, mapping
helps to provide a guide through the complexities of the institution and relations of ruling
and assists the reader to understand the daily, lived experiences of individuals, as well as
revealing the connectedness of the work processes that occur across sites.
Mapping is a dialogic process that begins in the lived experience of the researcher
but is not read, “independently of the terrain they map” (Smith, 2005, P. 161). The
researcher is informed by the interview process which, in turn, informs the researcher’s
understanding of the topic being researched. Mapping is iterative, occurring over a period
and is defined by the accumulation of information. The process is an accurate account of
the lived actualities, rather than an objective re-telling of the work that somehow exists
independently of the participant’s experiences (Smith, 2005). For example, in my
research, I develop four maps (see Figures 2-5) to reveal the work of the FVP. However,
the maps on their own do not completely explain the work of the FVP and must be
considered in concert with the lived experiences of those who work at the FVP. Further,
as Smith (2005) notes, the map refers to the actual terrain the researcher is traversing or
planning to traverse, and demonstrates to the reader ways to locate the terrain in the
everyday lived experience. My maps highlight the relations of ruling and work processes
that were described by participants during interviews. The intention of the maps is to
demonstrate the actualities of the work of the FVP, and to visually guide the reader
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through these work processes. These maps present a very specific set of work processes
associated with the FVP and how they are connected across sites by text.

Research Setting
My research was conducted at the Family Violence Project of Waterloo Region
(FVP). The FVP opened in 2006 and is Ontario’s longest-running domestic violence colocated model of service delivery. Since 2009, the seven other co-located DV service
models have begun operating in Ontario. Given the length of time the Waterloo FVP has
been in operation, it is reasonable to expect that many of their work processes are wellestablished.
The FVP is comprised of 12 community partners co-located at the Carizon Family
and Community Services building in Kitchener. All 12 of the FVP partner agencies
agreed to take part in this research.
The 12 agencies are:
1. Carizon Family and Community Services
2. Waterloo Regional Police Service/ Domestic Violence Investigation Branch
3. Family and Children’s Services of Waterloo Region
4. Community Action Program for Children
5. Crown Attorney’s Office/Ministry of the Attorney General
6. Waterloo Regional Sexual Assault/Domestic Violence Treatment Centre
7. Victim Witness Assistance Program
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8. Women’s Crisis Services of Waterloo Region, Emergency Housing and Support
for Women (2 agencies)
9. Victim Services Unit (Waterloo Regional Police Service)
10. Community Action Program for Children
11. Legal Aid Ontario
12. Elder Abuse Response Team (Waterloo Regional Police Service)
In 2012, the FVP had undergone a strategic planning process to examine the overall
effectiveness of the operation. At that time, the Board of Directors had decided that one
of the strategic priorities for the FVP was to conduct an evaluation of the functioning of
the FVP. The FVP created a research committee that was tasked with developing and
supporting evaluative research of the FVP. After discussion and consultation with the
FVP research committee, I was offered the opportunity to complete my doctoral research
and to complete a process evaluation for the FVP.
The FVP research committee acted in a consultative role to my project during the
research process. Members of this committee included staff from the Waterloo Regional
Police Service, Carizon Family Services, Family and Children’s Service of the Waterloo
Region, the local Crown Attorney’s Office and the Women’s Crisis Services of Waterloo
Region. My research was reviewed and approved by the Research Ethics Board (REB)
Wilfrid Laurier University and the Tri-Hospital Research Ethics Board (THREB), as
requested by St. Mary’s Hospital which operates the Sexual Assault/Domestic Violence
Treatment Centre, a FVP partner.

Data Collection
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Data for this study were gathered using two processes. The first was in-depth
interviews with service users and service providers (front-line staff, managers and
architects). Eligibility for service users included any victim of DV who accessed more
than one FVP partner agency and, where applicable, whose criminal court matter had
been completed. Completion of the court process ensured that I did not receive any new
information that might be part of the criminal court process. Interviews with service
providers included front-line staff and managers from FVP partner agencies. These
interviews also included architects who are associated with the development of the FVP.
The second process of data gathering included the review and analysis of texts or
documents obtained from FVP partner agencies that were identified by myself or
interviewees that related to the work of the FVP (including policies, assessment tools,
forms).

Interviews with Service Users
Recruitment
Each FVP partner agency maintains a separate and distinct database system to
track service user information. There is no comprehensive database that tracks all the
service users who access service from the FVP. As such, it was very difficult to identify
potential service users who might be invited to take part in this research. Due to
difficulties with identifying and locating service users, two distinct efforts were made to
recruit them.
The first involved the use of the FVP Coordinator. As part of her work within the
FVP, the Coordinator had kept a contact list of services users whom she had helped
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beyond her formal role. The first process involved the FVP Coordinator using her list to
contact past service users via telephone. Once she had reached a potential participant, she
read them a script describing the study (see Appendix A). Interested individuals provided
the FVP Coordinator with contact information that was then given to me. Once the
contact information for potential participants was received, I connected with them to tell
them more about the research. If the participant was interested in taking part, we set up a
mutually-agreed time and place for an interview to take place. The FVP Coordinator
attempted to contact every individual on her list, but given the sometimes-transient nature
of individuals, this recruitment process resulted in just three participants. Once the
Coordinator had gone through her list, a new recruitment process needed to be considered
and developed.
The second recruitment process was developed in consultation with the FVP
research committee. Victim Witness Assistance Program (VWAP) agreed to help recruit
service users through their database. VWAP has a much larger database of service users
and as part of the CJS, many of its clients are victims of DV. Service users who receive
service from VWAP’s also likely to have had involvement with the police, Crown
Attorney and Waterloo Regional Police Service-Victim Service Unit (WRPS-VSU). This
means they meet the inclusion criteria for this study. Additional REB approval was
obtained to reflect this change in the recruitment process.
VWAP front-line staff were asked to review the list of closed files and contact
previous clients. Once they reached a potential participant via telephone, they read a
script that described the research project (see Appendix B). If a client expressed interest
in participating in the project, the VWAP staff obtained contact information for the
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potential participant and forwarded it to me. I then contacted the potential participant and
provided additional information about the study and/or arranged a time to meet and
conduct an interview. VWAP staff also had difficulty contacting service users and
attributed this to the transient nature of some of the service users. VWAP’s recruitment of
service users resulted in one additional participant in the research.
Sample
In total, four service users were interviewed. One was a youth, age 18, who had
not experienced DV. She had received informal support services from FVP partner
agencies and as a result, the content of her interview is different. The other three
interviews occurred with women who had been abused by their partner and had been in
contact with at least two of FVP’s partner agencies. The location for the interviews was
mutually agreed upon by myself and the service users. Three of the interviews took place
in an office at the FVP and one took place in the home of the participant. Each of the
participants signed an Informed Consent Form (see Appendix C). To protect their
identity, I did not track any demographic information about the service users. These
interviews were digitally recorded and transcribed verbatim.

Interviews with FVP Front-line Staff, Managers and Architects
In-person interviews are an appropriate IE method of data collection for gathering
first-hand experiences (Campbell & Gregor, 2008; McCoy, 2006). For this project, I used
purposive sampling to recruit individuals with unique experiences that were of interest
(Dudley, 2008; Yegidis, Weinbach & Meyers, 2012). I was interested in the experiences
of FVP front-line staff, managers and architects. All the FVP partner agency front-line
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staff and managers working at one of the FVP partner agencies were eligible to
participate in this study.
Recruitment
Recruitment of front-line service providers and managers was organized by the
FVP Coordinator. The FVP Coordinator sent an introductory email (see Appendix D) to
all front-line service providers and managers at each of the FVP partner agencies in the
Waterloo region. This email introduced the research project and invited interested
individuals to contact the researcher to participate. The message to staff and managers
indicated that participation in the research was voluntarily and not a requirement of their
work duties. This was to ensure that no potential participant felt coerced into taking part.
Interested participants responded to me directly via email or telephone and I provided
them with additional information about the study. If the individual agreed to help with the
study, an interview was arranged at a mutually agreed upon time and place.
The FVP architects were identified for this project with the assistance of the FVP
research committee. The architects are those individuals who were responsible for the
creation of the FVP. Interviews with the architects were designed to gain additional
understanding about the historical context of the initial vision for the FVP. Members of
the FVP research committee identified and reached out to architects and other community
partners who might participate in this research, telling them about it and inviting them to
get in touch with me if they were interested. Once the architects contacted me, I provided
them with additional details. If they were interested and agreed to being interviewed, a
mutual time and place was booked.
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The recruitment and interviewing of architects and other community members is
in keeping with the IE method and philosophy, in which there is no limit on the number
of participants. This allows the researcher to follow the unraveling ‘ball of thread’ when
necessary to more deeply understand the research site in question (Smith, 1987, 2005).
The process allowed me to expand the interviews I conducted to include additional
community members with an interest or expertise in FVP’s work.
Sampling/Data Collection
In total, 22 service providers took part in interviews. This included 16 front-line
staff and/or managers, four architects and two other community professionals. Two of the
architects are also current managers of a FVP partner agency. The relatively small
community of practitioners and agencies that comprise the FVP meant that
confidentiality had to be considered from the outset of this project. The close proximity
and working relationships between the FVP partner agencies, means that it might be
possible for readers of this study to be able determine who participated based on the
quotes used. Also, for some agencies, the number of potential participants was quite
small. For example, there was only one Crown Attorney eligible to participate in the
study and as such the identity of that individual could not be guaranteed to remain
confidential. Other, smaller agencies faced similar challenges. My study was approved by
the Research Ethics Board at Wilfrid Laurier University with the acknowledged
challenges to confidentiality. Participants were made aware of the challenges to
confidentiality at the outset of my meetings with them,
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Prior to commencing interviews, I discussed confidentiality at length with all
participants from FVP partner agencies. I informed potential participants that they had
the option of participating or not once we had discussed the issue of confidentiality. They
were then provided with the informed consent form to read and sign (see Appendix E).
None of the participants that came forward declined to participate. Table 1 presents a list
of the service provider participants and their corresponding agencies.
Table 1 List of Participants from Family Violence Project Partner Agencies

Agency/Ministry

Participant(s)

Ministry of the Attorney General

Assistant Crown Attorney

Waterloo Regional Police

Staff Sergeant – Domestic Violence Unit
Superintendent
Inspector (Architect)
Constable - Domestic Violence Unit

Carizon Family Services

FVP Coordinator
Credit counsellor (x2)

Legal Aid Ontario

Legal Aid Lawyers (x2)

Family and Children’s Services of the
Waterloo Region

Child Protection Supervisor (x2)

Victim Witness Assistance Program

Manager

Child Protection Worker (x2)

Counsellor
Women’s Crisis Services of the Waterloo
Region

Outreach Manager
CEO (Architect)
Outreach Worker

Waterloo Regional Police Service –
Victim Services Unit

Victim Service Counsellor
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Sexual Assault/Domestic Violence
Treatment Centre

Manager (Architect)

Not working in any organization
associated with the FVP

Architect

I did not track demographic information about the service providers and
architects. This was an effort to address, in part, the issue of confidentiality. However, I
chose to identify their agency to demonstrate the work processes that occur between work
sites. Table 1 demonstrates that nine of the 12 FVP partner agencies are represented in
my research with WRPS and Family and Children’s Services of the Waterloo Region
(F&CS) having the largest number of participants in this study. The absence of
participation of some FVP partner agencies was not perceived to be a problem for my
study as I was examining work processes and IE relies upon ‘unravelling the ball of
thread’ to reveal these processes in an organic manner (Smith, 2005). Some of the
participating agencies did not reveal work processes that are part of the community-based
model that I present and are not represented in the findings chapters. In keeping with IE, I
show the work processes as they were presented to me and as they are experienced by the
participants in my study (Rankin, 2017).
Interviews with front-line staff, managers, architects and community members
followed the interview guidelines set out in Appendix F. In these interviews, I asked
participants about the origins of their work, how they knew what was required of them to
complete their job, and to describe their work with clients. These questions served as a
starting point for the research. Over time, the interviews became more focused as my
knowledge about the FVP work processes deepened (Smith, 1987, 2005). Interviews took
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place in an office at the FVP or at the office of the respective service provider in the
Waterloo Region. Interviews lasted between 60-90 minutes in duration and were digitally
recorded and transcribed by me.

Texts and Documents as Data Sources
During this research project, I paid attention to those moments when the FVP
service provider participants identified texts that were part of their work experience. As I,
or the participants, identified texts of interest I asked to be given a copy, to understand
it’s connection to the participant’s work. Service provider participants and FVP partner
agencies were forthcoming with providing me with copies of any documents I requested.
Once I was made aware of the text and/or had seen the text, the following points guided
my thinking and questions within the conversation:
1. How did the participant receive the document?
2. What does the participant need to know to use the document?
3. What does the participant do with the document? How does this document
guide the work being done?
4. With what other documents does the document of interest intersect? Are
some documents more important than others, and if so, where is this
document in the hierarchy of documents? Where is this document located
within the hierarchy of authorizing documents? (DeVault & McCoy, 2006)
A list of the 14 documents I received and comprised my analysis can be found in
Appendix G.
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Analysis of Information
I attempted to transcribe the interviews as quickly as possible upon completion.
This allowed me to sensitize myself to the material and to continually ensure that relevant
questions were asked. I used NVivo to manage the information collected. I did not
actively code the information as might be done with other methodologies, rather I used
NVivo to help structure my early ideas about the FVP’s work. This included creating
files about work processes and work linkages that existed between FVP partner agencies.
As my ideas about FVP’s work processes became more structured, I gradually moved
from using NVivo to the mapping process detailed below.
The analysis of the interview data occurred at two different levels. The first was
the entry-level data (Campbell & Gregor, 2008). This is information presented by the
participant that provides an entry into their everyday world and is the everyday
experience that lies at the centre of the IE method. Entry-level data is about the “local
setting, the individuals that interact there and their experiences” (Campbell & Gregor,
2008, p. 60). In this first level of analysis, I focused on how participants described their
work and work processes and on understanding the daily work experience of participants.
I examined the flow of work and information as described by each participant. In the
interviews, I often began by asking participants to describe their role within their own
agency and their agency’s role within the FVP. I also asked how work came to them.
Once they had described this, I asked them to elaborate on what they did with the
information they received that comprised work for them. These questions provided rich
descriptions of the work experiences of participants and a description of the localized
work happening within each FVP partner agency.
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The second level of analysis explicates the entry-level data and seeks to
understand the broader setting within which the everyday experience is located. This
level-two analysis involves seeking out other organizational details that reveal how the
setting works. It often involves documents or text. As Campbell and Gregor (2008) note,
these two levels of data and analysis are often connected, and they recommend that the
researcher follow information from the entry-level data and regard it as ‘clues’ that lead
to level-two data.
As I was listening to the everyday experiences, I was also looking for level-two
data that revealed details of the institution. Specifically, I was listening for how the
participants talked about their work and the documents they encountered or used to
complete their work. This resulted in developing an understanding of both the individual
work experiences and how the work of the individual is connected, through text, to the
institution (Campbell & Gregor, 2008).
The level-two analysis focused on revealing the role of texts in structuring the
work of the FVP. An important aspect of IE is discovering the “active role documents
play in coordinating and organizing people’s lives and hence activities” (Smith,
Mykhalovskiy & Weatherbee, 2006, p. 178). The texts gathered as part of this project
were used to understand the ways in which work is coordinated across several distinct
sites or locales. In the case of the FVP, this includes examining how various texts are
shared between individuals and/or organizations to co-ordinate a response to DV.
Level-two analysis reveals linkages between localized settings, text and extralocal settings. Using IE as a method, I sought to “explicate linkages that are lived,
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brought into existence in time and space by actual people doing actual things” (Campbell
& Gregor, 2008, p. 98). Throughout my analysis, I refer to the use of the text-talk-text or
work-text-work sequence (Smith, 2005) to offer insights into how social relations are
constructed. As noted earlier, the everyday experiences of individuals reveal the moments
when their work intersects with these texts that replicate relations of ruling across
multiple settings (Turner, 2006). The points of intersection between the lived experiences
and text provides an opportunity to explicate the relations of ruling. As I gathered
information about the work of the FVP, I was looking for descriptions of the work-textwork sequence as a way of understanding the importance of text in coordinating work
between organizations. The findings of my research and the accompanying maps
demonstrate the linkages that occur between the work of individual FVP partner
agencies, text and the relations of ruling that exist within the FVP setting.

Researcher Positioning
In Chapter Two I identified that I approached this research project as an outsider,
which afforded me a particular perspective and approach to conducting this research. In
reality, I was only an outsider to the FVP, having never worked for any of the agencies or
having any pre-existing relationships with any members of the FVP partner agencies. As
such, I knew very little about the organizational and operational aspects of the FVP. The
work of conducting this research project therefore involved learning about each of the
individual organizations and their functioning while attempting to understand the work
processes.
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At the same time that I was an outsider, my experiences working in the field with
a focus on DV, made me also an insider to this research project. I have worked on the
issue of DV for over 15 years in various capacities and have worked and collaborated
with similar kinds of agencies. My experiences conducting risk assessment, using risk
management as an institutional technique for monitoring the work of my staff and my
knowledge regarding the importance of collaboration brought me to this research project
with a considerable amount of information regarding DV-related work processes.
While my status as a DV insider is important to acknowledge, it also meant that I
had to take steps to ensure that I was not imposing my knowledge, beliefs, and thoughts
on to the participants in my study. In order to accomplish this, I was purposive in how I
approached each interview and the language that I used within the interviews. I framed
each interview that I conducted as an opportunity to learn about the work of the
individual and their agency. As such, even though I may have been quite familiar with
the agency in another context, I conducted the interview as though I knew very little
about their work. This allowed the participant to describe their work in detail without
interruption and how it is connected to other FVP partner agencies
The other strategy that I utilized related to language. In my interviews with FVP
partner agencies I anticipated hearing about risk and collaboration. In order to ensure that
I was not imprinting this language on participants, I did not use the language of risk or
collaboration during the interviews. Additionally, I always sought to have participants
clarify any meanings of language related to risk to ensure that I understood what they
meant when they used the language of risk.
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Despite not having formal relationships with the FVP, I do not believe that my
outsider/insider positioning created any significant difficulties for participants to share
their work processes with me. It is difficult to determine for certain if my pre-existing
knowledge based impacted the interview process and it is possible that some of the
participants were influenced in ways that were not knowable to me at the time of the
interview.
In order to minimize the impact that my knowledge base might have on the
interview process and my research, I had to be very mindful of the dynamics created by
being an outsider/insider. Prior to each interview, I considered what I had previously
known about the agency of the potential participant. I then considered what I did not
know about their work allowed that to be the focus of my interviews. Additionally, I
made sure that I adhered to the interview script and provided participants with an
opportunity to talk openly about their work processes. Building an awareness prior to the
interview allowed participants to genuinely share their work experiences without the fear
of influencing the data due to my own knowledge base.

Strengths and Limitations of Study
As I conducted my research, I became aware that there were strengths and
limitations to be acknowledged. There are several strengths associated with my research
method. One of the goals of my research was to understand from participants their
experiences working at the FVP, how the work is completed, how collaboration occurs
and how the multiple agencies navigate working together. I wanted my research to be
grounded in these experiences and did not wish to extrapolate these findings beyond their
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actual experiences. Using the IE method allowed me to focus on the experiences of
participants to build knowledge about the inner workings of the FVP. Whereas positivist
research methods objectify and decontextualize experience through categorization and
the creation of theoretical constructs (Smith, 1987), IE is grounded in the experience of
the individual, focusing on connecting the localized work to the macro settings to reveal
how social relations are organized. As a result, I believe that focusing on the lived
experiences provides a deeper and more accurate reflection of the work that is done at the
FVP.
In order to ensure that my project adhered as closely as possible to the principles
of IE, I benefitted from the mentoring of Dr. Susan Turner who is one of the leading
experts of IE and works closely with Dr. Dorothy Smith (see Smith & Turner 2014;
Turner, 2006). Dr. Turner and I met during the weeklong intensive work sessions that she
co-facilitates with Dorothy Smith in 2016.This occurred after I had completed all of the
interviews for my dissertation. She took an interest in my work and we collaborated on a
project that she was working on. Dr. Turner mentored me in how to conduct an IE and
most importantly critiqued early versions of the maps that I developed. She also assisted
me with developing language to understand the work processes at the FVP and offered
her opinion about my work throughout the research phase.
The tutelage of Dr. Turner adds a layer of credibility to my use of IE. One of the
main critiques of IE is that there is no ‘manual’ that teaches it as a method of inquiry.
This creates difficulties for researchers who are new to this method of inquiry and may
not be knowledgeable about how to conduct an IE. As Rankin (2017) notes, many
research projects espouse that they use an IE perspective, but deviate from the main
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tenants of IE. Dr. Turner’s feedback on my project helped to ensure that my project is
very closely aligned to the IE processes espoused by Smith (1999, 2005) and adds to the
credibility of my findings.
Another strength of this research is the use of IE to reveal the inner-workings of
complex settings. The FVP is a unique setting comprised of 12 different agencies
operating in a co-located setting. Each of these agencies has their own set of policies and
procedures that are followed in responding to DV. Understanding how these
organizations work and operate together as the FVP is complicated. The strength of this
research is the reliance upon discovering how texts or documents are used to structure
collaboration and work processes at the FVP. In this way, IE allows the research to move
beyond understanding each individual agency and through mapping the textually
mediated nature of the work, a deeper understanding of this co-located service delivery
model is possible. Focusing on the texts or documents afforded me the ability to talk
broadly with every participant about service delivery and reduced concerns about how
many participants were from each agency or where service users accessed service.
Understanding how texts are used at the FVP expands the web of understanding about the
work that is completed collaboratively.
As with many research studies there are limitations to be acknowledged. The first
limitation reflects the number of participants in the study. Given the number of agencies
that comprise the FVP, there are many more employees and managers who were eligible
to take part in the study. The number of participants represents a small portion of the
overall workforce at the FVP and that number was kept small to make this study
manageable.
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I also acknowledge that one of the limitations to this study may be in the
motivation of the participants. Recruiting participants into a study can often result in
obtaining a sample that is more motivated than the general population (Dudley, 2010,
Yegidis, Weinbach, & Meyers, 2012). This study presents the experiences of those
service providers who volunteered to participate in the interview process. It is possible
that these participants represent a more motivated population of staff, and it is also
possible that interviewing other front-line staff and managers may have provided
different experiences of the work of the FVP.
Another limitation to this study was the low number of service users who took
part in interviews. The recruitment of service users was difficult and there were many
problems in identifying and locating them to invite them to participate. The FVP does not
maintain a central database of service users or track the number of service users due to
the expense associated with such a system and concerns regarding confidentiality. As a
result, it was difficult to recruit service users to obtain feedback on their experience with
the FVP. This research limitation is indicative of the ongoing nature of this issue when
researching DV. Many victims of DV do not come forward with their stories for a
number of reasons, including concerns about their safety, fear of not being believed and
that they continue to reside with their abuser. As a result, the voices and stories of victims
of DV are often not given prominence. The absence of service user participation limited
the understanding of the experience of accessing service from the FVP and partner
agencies.
Another limitation of this study was the heteronormative nature of the experiences
that were relayed to me during the interviews. All of the service provider participants in
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this study spoke of DV that occurred in a heterosexual context. There was no discussion
about DV occurring within any other intimate relationship configuration, for example
violence in same-sex couples. As such, my study provides only heteronormative
perspectives and does not take into consideration other familial configurations. This
limits the extent to which I can generalize the work that occurs at the FVP with other
relationships.
There are limitations associated with using IE as a method of inquiry to be
acknowledged. It is important to note that Smith (1999) states that IE differs from
traditional sociological methods of inquiry due to placing the standpoint of the individual
at the centre, other methods and theorists offer similar starting points (Walby, 2007). The
ontology of the social espoused by Smith and other IE researchers is not unique and
Walby (2007) states that the fact that IE privileges the human experience over the text or
technological, suggests the presence of an ontology.
Institutional ethnography also relies upon the use of interviews for the collection
of information. The ontology that places the individual at the centre of the inquiry is
challenged by Walby (2007), who claims that interviews are necessarily a hermeneutic
process where interviewer and interviewee are engaged in dialogue. It can be argued that
the interview process, by its very nature may allow for researcher bias and/or theoretical
orientation to enter the interview process, thus displacing the standpoint of the
participant. For researchers using the IE method of inquiry it is important to be reflexive
about the nature of the interview and the impact associated with researcher standpoint
(Walby, 2007).

114
Critics of IE have also raised concerns about the data analysis process associated
with IE. Walby (2007) suggests that data analysis in IE research also struggles with the
influence of theory and that it is not possible to truly conduct IE data analysis without the
intrusion of the researcher’s theoretical stance.

Conclusion and Preview of Findings
Institutional Ethnography is focused on revealing the lived experiences of
individuals and explicating the relations of ruling that exist within social relations. The
focus on the lived experience and emphasis on the importance of text to coordinate social
relations makes IE an appropriate form of inquiry for exploring the work of the FVP.
Chapter Five (Hooking-In) begins the exploration and analysis of the FVP
community-based response to DV with a specific focus on the work that is done by the
core Criminal Justice System (CJS) partners, the Waterloo Regional Police Services
Domestic Violence Unit (WRPS-DVU) and the Crown Attorney. The work that occurs
by the core CJS partners is the starting point for the textually-mediated response to DV
that occurs at the FVP. Chapter Five provides an in-depth examination of the work of the
WRPS-DVU and the creation of two specific documents or texts; the Guilty Plea
Synopsis and the Domestic Violence Risk Management Form (DVRM), which are shared
with FVP partner agencies, for the purposes of structuring their work. Chapters Five and
Six follow these two documents as they are shared with FVP partner agencies to create a
web of surveillance on families that is focused on risk identification, risk assessment and
risk mitigation.
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Chapter Five: Hooking-In
Imagine that you live in the Waterloo Region and have just experienced domestic
violence. What would you do? Who would you call? Where would you go? Would
you be able to reveal intimate details regarding your life to a stranger? These are
the challenges women who experience domestic violence face. These women are
the reason the Family Violence Project (FVP) exists; to ensure that they have
somewhere to go and to receive the support and services they require.
Now imagine that you are a social worker tasked with responding to DV. Where
do you begin to unravel the complexities of family functioning, patriarchy and
violence that is often part of understanding DV? It is almost impossible to do this
risk-based work alone. Who could you collaborate with to ensure the safety and
well-being of victims and children? How could you hold men who use violence
accountable for their behaviours? These factors make the work of responding to
DV difficult. What if you shared office space with other similarly-mandated
organizations? What would collaboration look like now? The FVP presents a
service delivery model designed to promote collaboration. It is also designed to
share the responsibility for the assessment and response to the risks associated
with DV.
My intention with this research is to demonstrate how work happens at the FVP. I
was interested in understanding how this takes place when so much of the focus is
on the identification, assessment and mitigation of risk. I entered this research as
an outsider to the FVP as I had no previous relationship with any of the agencies
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or participants. It took a long time to develop an understanding of the FVP’s
inner workings. There are so many different entry points into the FVP that at
times, deciphering how the work gets done felt like an enormous task. Many of the
participants from the various FVP partner agencies were patient with me as I
asked for clarification regarding their roles and working relationships. Despite
the enormity of the task I set for myself, I did have an ‘a-ha’ moment while I was
collecting information that focused my ideas and allowed me to ask more specific
questions about collaboration at the Family Violence Project - and the role of risk
assessment tools in facilitating collaboration between agency partners.
The work of the FVP is about risk and the sharing of risk between partner
agencies. To effectively provide service to victims of DV, FVP partner agencies
must share common language or risk assessment tools. My research demonstrates
how the sharing of risk begins with the Waterloo Regional Police, expands
through the Criminal Justice System and includes community-based service
providers. (Personal reflection)

Overview: A Textually-Structured Community-Based Response Model
Chapters Five, Six, and Seven describe the community-based response to DV that
emerges through the sharing of risk documents at the FVP (see Figure 2 for entire
model). This model starts with the work of the Waterloo Regional Police Service
Domestic Violence Unit (WRPS-DVU) and extends to other FVP partner agencies. The
genesis of this model is the result of my interviews with participants and having them
describe their work and service-use experience. During the interviews, I would ask
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service providers “Where does your work come from?” or “How does work come to
you?” In response, participants often identified that risk documents from the WRPS-DVU
as one of the main sources of their work. The sharing of risk documents by the WRSPDVU is a process I refer to as ‘hooking-in’. Upon receiving these documents, a FVP
partner agency becomes ‘hooked-in’ to the community-based response to DV. The term
‘hooking-in’ expands upon Smith’s (2005) discussion of how local work practices are
hooked up into the institutional discourse. Through work practices, text, and language IE
is used to understand how local work practices are structured and coordinated to reveal
the larger institution. My use of ‘hooking-in’ is in keeping with IE’s focus on the larger
institution and is used to demonstrate the connectedness between FVP partner agencies
and work processes.
The community-based model I describe has three layers. The first layer, the
subject of this chapter, is the Criminal Justice System (CJS) Core layer (Hooking-In) (see
Figure 3) and is comprised of the work of the WRSP-DVU and the Crown Attorney’s
Office. Their work focuses on the investigation and prosecution of DV-related incidents.
The second layer, (Chapter Six: Activating) is the CJS Support layer and includes Victim
Witness Assistance Program (VWAP) and Waterloo Regional Police Service Victim
Services Unit (WRPS-VSU) (see Figure 4). The third layer (Chapter Seven: Activating)
is the Community Safety and Support Services layer and includes Women’s Crisis
Service of the Waterloo Region (WCSWR), Family & Children’s Service of the Waterloo
Region (F&CS) (see Figure 5). This layer is where non-CJS FVP partner agencies are
involved, responding to DV as part of their mandate and using the WRPS-DVU risk
documents to complete their work.
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The analysis of this model and the work completed by FVP partner agencies
suggests that the community-based response to DV at the FVP is driven by the
identification, assessment and mitigation of risk. In so doing, the FVP creates a web of
surveillance on families where DV has occurred to reduce the likelihood of a recurrence
of violence in these families. Throughout my exploration of this model, I demonstrate
how risk is used to structure the work of the various FVP partner agencies and how this
work creates a surveillance on these families.
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The Core Criminal Justice System Layer
The CJS is responsible for the investigation, processing and criminal prosecution
of DV-related incidents. This core layer of the community-based response to DV
involves work processes related to the investigation and prosecution of the alleged
offender. This layer is comprised of the only two service providers who are FVP partner
agencies; the WRSP-DVU and the Crown Attorney (see Figure 3).
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The Work of the WRPS-DVU
Upon receiving a DV-related call, the WRPS dispatches a pair of uniformed
patrol officers to conduct the initial investigation. The WRPS has a specialized DV unit
comprised of detectives who are Accredited Domestic Violence Investigators. The
WRPS-DVU occupies the largest amount of floor space at the FVP. The DV unit only
becomes involved in DV investigations if there are reasonable and probable grounds for
the uniformed officers to lay criminal charges. The WRPS procedures state that if, during
their investigation the uniformed officers believe that the threshold of criminality has
been met resulting in grounds to lay criminal charges, they will contact the WRSP-DVU
and request that a detective attend the scene and assume command of the investigation
(Waterloo Region Police Service, Section L, Responding Officer). This begins the work
of the WRPS-DVU.
The WRSP-DVU is a site of specialized knowledge with a culture of DV best
practices. The WRSP-DVU detectives receive enhanced DV training for the purposes of
investigating cases of DV. Their unit’s work is set out in the Procedure of the Waterloo
Regional Police Service: Domestic Violence Occurrences (Waterloo Regional Police
Service, n.d). This operating text details every aspect of the current response to DV by
the WRPS, including procedures for sharing information with other FVP partner
agencies.
The focus and specialization on the issue of DV has led to very specific and
localized risk assessment and surveillance practices by the WRPS-DVU. It is at the
WRPS-DVU that the assessment of risk and surveillance practices of the FVP are first
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gleaned. The WRPS-DVU developed internal mechanisms that are designed to
continually assess the risk of potential individuals and to surveil individuals with a
history of DV. The assessment and identification of the risk posed by the alleged offender
begins before the detective from the WRSP-DVU attends the crime scene. A set of filing
cabinets sits in the middle of the WRSP-DVU office at the FVP in Kitchener. These
cabinets are filled with empty folders called ‘live files’ which are a unique recordkeeping and surveillance practice specific to the WRSP-DVU. Each file folder has the
name of a person that has been charged with a DV-related offence in the Waterloo
Region. They are a ‘running tab’ on the individual for the purposes of compiling
information. The folder contains minimal information, only a line for each involvement
the individual has had with police and notations of any charges from any other
jurisdictions. Checking the live files is not part of the WRPS DV policy, rather it is a
localized practice that occurs prior to attending the scene to conduct a criminal
investigation.
As a simple record-keeping practice, live files connect the WRSP-DVU to the
larger WRPS information system. When I learned about the live files during an interview,
I could not help but think it might be more efficient to simply look up the history of the
alleged offender on a computer. However, the information located in the WRPS database
has been condensed into one line for the officer to review and given the physical layout
of the DVU and the time constraints involved in responding, live files are a quick way for
detectives to obtain a snapshot of the history of the alleged offender in the Waterloo
region and beyond.
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Checking for the presence of a live file is the first assessment of risk by the
detective. The presence of a live file identifies that the alleged offender has a history of
DV-related incidents that represent a potential risk factor that must be considered during
the investigative process. This information is included in the risk-texts that I discuss
below and informs the initial impressions of the alleged offender by the WRPS-DVU
detective.
The second assessment of risk prior to attending the crime scene is a
consideration of the colour of the live file. An orange file designates the alleged offender
as having been deemed ‘high-risk’ by the local High-Risk Review Team (HRRT). The
HRRT is a community-based team that reviews the risk factors associated with individual
offenders and develops risk-based planning to mitigate the potential for recidivism. The
HRRT operates outside of the FVP, but contains some members of FVP partner agencies,
including the WRSP-DVU, F&CS and WCSWR. The designation of an offender as
high-risk by the HRRT informs the detectives of risk assessment prior to commencing an
investigation. This information informs the response by the detective and can also be
used to ensure their own safety. Knowing the history of the alleged offender also prepares
the detective for the process of completing the risk-based documents if a charge is laid.
The live files are a surveillance technic utilized by the WRPS-DVU to keep track
of DV offenders. These files are DV-specific in nature and provide the WRPS-DVU an
easy method for tracking the behaviours and the DV encounters of each with police. The
use of these live files is part of a set of localized practices, but as a surveillance technic,
that affords the WRPS-DVU useful information. At a glance, the detectives know the
history of an individual and can track their behaviour prior to attending the crime scene.
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It is interesting to consider that the first text encountered by the WRSP-DVU
detective is a relatively simple document such as a file folder. However, upon closer
inspection, the file folder connects the detective to the larger database system, external
police database systems and to the HRRT. Throughout this, and prior to attending the
crime scene, the detective is activating the file folder by reviewing its contents which
relates primarily to the identification and assessment of risk.

Risk Documents
Each of the FVP partner agencies assesses risk within a context specific to their
role and mandate. The WRSP-DVU assessment of risk is completed at the scene or in the
home where the DV incident occurred. The information gathered by the WRSP-DVU is a
snapshot of the incident and is rooted in the scene itself (Stanley & Humphreys, 2014).
As a result, the WRSP-DVU risk assessment is focused on a resolution of the specific
incident, as opposed to taking a longer-term view of the situation (Stanley & Humphreys,
2014).
Once a WRSP-DVU detective lays a criminal charge, the location of their work
shifts from the investigation scene to completing the documentation at their office. When
the criminal charge has been laid, the detective creates and completes the Crown
Package. The Crown Package includes specific documentation related to the DV incident
that resulted in criminal charges. The Crown Package is provided to the Crown Attorney
for the purposes of proceeding with prosecution of the matter and consists of the
following documentation:
•

Guilty Plea Synopsis
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•

Domestic Violence Risk Management Form (DVRM)

•

A written summary of any video recorded statements

•

A list of witnesses

•

A copy of the alleged offender’s criminal record

•

An Information Form, outlining the specific charges

•

A disclosure of the alleged offender’s history with the Waterloo Regional Police,
including drug and alcohol issues

•

Show Cause Sheet – which sets out the terms of release of the alleged offender
the police would agree to.

The Crown Package is the formal documentation of risk by the detective. A DV
investigation involves the gathering of information from multiple sources including the
live files, interviews with the victim, the alleged offender, witnesses, and the collection of
any other evidence that supports the laying of a criminal charge. The officer may take
notes during the interviews or video/audio record them. It is at this point that risk shifts
from an abstract concept to a formal construct located with police documentation. A
WRSP-DVU officer described the Crown Package in the following manner:
We have a set sort of format that we follow for our Crown Packages. Our piece
to this puzzle is the criminal investigation and preparing the case for any
potential trial. Preparing all the disclosure for the Crown Attorney. And so, it
starts off with the paperwork for the initial incident that we’re dealing with.
(Participant SP-009)
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This officer identifies the role of the WRSP-DVU as one part of the CJS’s
response to DV, suggesting an inter-connectedness to the work of the CJS. The officer
also establishes that the text-based work of the WRSP-DVU is meant to assist the Crown
Attorney with their work. The creation of the Crown Package as described by this officer
highlights the work-text-work sequence that is of interest to those using IE (Smith, 1999).
Initially, the WRSP-DVU investigates an incident of DV (work) resulting in the laying of
criminal charges and the creation of the Crown Package (text), that are provided to the
Crown Attorney to assist with the prosecution of the criminal matter (work).
The WRSP-DVU are often the first point of contact with the family and represent
an entry point into the FVP. To understand collaboration at the FVP, I asked the WRSPDVU participants if any of the documents were shared with any other FVP partner
agencies. I was told:
The two things, the Guilty Plea Synopsis and the Domestic Violence Risk
Management Form, those are shared with, they’re always shared with the Crown
who is one of the partners, but they’re also shared with Family and Children’s
Services any time there are children who are part and parcel of the family unit.
(Participant SP-009)
The Guilty Plea Synopsis and the DVRM are the two risk documents central to the
rest of the community-based response model (See Figure 2) that occurs at the FVP. As
these documents are shared with other FVP partner agencies, the response to DV widens
to include more service providers.

127

The Guilty Plea Synopsis
The Guilty Plea Synopsis conveys information to the Crown Attorney about the
circumstances of the incident and the potential risks associated with the individual
charged with the criminal offence. Crown Attorneys rely on the facts set out in the Guilty
Plea Synopsis in cases where the alleged offender chooses to plead guilty. I was provided
with a redacted Guilty Plea Synopsis, or Case File Synopsis as it is also referred to (see
Appendix H). The Guilty Plea Synopsis was described by a member of the WRSP-DVU
in the following manner:
It gives an overview of the entire scenario. The purpose of the Guilty Plea
Synopsis is to allow the Crown to have a one-page read of the scenario that
brings the person to court. So, if it’s an assault case, it would be a situation
where the Guilty Plea Synopsis would cover off the incident, it happened on this
date involving these parties, they’ve been involved in an intimate relationship
for X number of years, they got into an argument this is what happened, there
was evidence by way of a black eye. (Participant SP-009)
Through providing facts to the court, the Guilty Plea Synopsis identifies the
potential risks posed by the alleged offender. It is an opportunity for the WRSP-DVU to
articulate to the court any concerns related to the alleged offender to inform the
sentencing process. This is evident in the example provided to me. In this document, the
first sentence identifies the individual as being designated as high-risk, as part of the
HRRT process. The focus on the alleged offender continues through the section entitled
Background of the Accused. The background section is used to outline the individual’s
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history of violence and any other potential risk factors that might contribute to the risk of
recidivism. Thinking back to the early steps in the investigative process, the information
gathered via the Live Files becomes relevant to the construction of the details of the
background section. The Guilty Plea Synopsis continues to focus on the alleged offender
by providing details of the incident and details of the criminal charges.
The Guilty Plea Synopsis also begins the process of encoding information into
risk-texts. In the redacted example I was provided, the information obtained by the
WRPS-DVU detective is written to highlight the relevant risk factors associated with the
behaviour of the individual. It is focused on the behaviour of the individual and
highlights the risk factors that the victim identified to the police. The Guilty Plea
Synopsis encodes the interaction of the individuals into police documents for the
purposes of prosecution.

The Domestic Violence Risk Management Form (DVRM)
The DVRM is a standardized risk assessment tool created by the Government of
Ontario and used by police services across the province. A blank example of the DVRM
(see Appendix I) is nine pages in length and includes demographic information, details of
the investigative process, the Ontario Domestic Assault Risk Assessment tool (ODARA)
and a case management section. Most of the answers are completed using a tick-box set
up. This is how one member of the WRSP-DVU described the DVRM:
…it’s a seven or eight-page form that is a risk management tool that we use. It’s
a questionnaire type form that goes through with the victim to extract from them
information that might not be present necessarily in the incident that we are
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investigating, but is pertinent for the courts later on. So, it asks questions about
prior acts, and prior incidents of violence. It talks about other court orders,
custody disputes. Those kinds of things. It extracts a bunch of information and
it’s designed to identify risk factors that are present for the victim. And this is a
very important piece for us because part of our role in these investigations, is not
only to identify criminal acts that have occurred and to hold individuals
accountable for those, but to also maintain victim safety moving forward.
(Participant SP-009)
It is important to note that the officer in the quote above described the DVRM as a
risk management tool that is used to ensure the safety of the victim. He states that the
DVRM is “designed to identify risk factors that are present for the victim” (Participant
SP-009). At this point in the criminal investigation the WRSP-DVU detective is
considering risk for two related purposes: the identification of risk factors related to the
alleged offender for the purposes of managing his behaviour through the CJS. Each of the
WRSP-DVU officers has been trained to identify DV risk factors. Many of these risk
factors are listed in the DVRM. Through the investigative process, the WRSP-DVU
detective is assessing for the presence or absence of known DV risk factors related to the
alleged offender. This information is then transferred into the DVRM once criminal
charges have been laid.
The second aspect of risk is related to the victim. During the investigative
process, the WRSP-DVU is focused on the alleged offender and determining if a crime
has occurred. Once a criminal charge has been laid, the detective (SP-009) identifies that
the focus of the work of the WRSP-DVU begins to shift from the alleged offender to

130
ensuring the safety of the victim and identifying and minimizing risk factors related to
her safety. This is evident through the inclusion of a section in the DVRM that prompts
the officer to discuss the Safety Plan created with the victim. Safety planning with the
victim within the DVRM contrasts with the identification of risk factors related to the
alleged offender.
The completion of the DVRM continues the work of the WRSP-DVU in moving
risk from an abstract construct to something that is real and quantifiable. One of the
reasons the DVRM is useful in formalizing risk is the inclusion of the Ontario Domestic
Assault Risk Assessment tool (ODARA). The ODARA is an actuarial tool based on an
analysis of data designed to predict recidivism (Mental Health Centre Penetanguishene,
Research Department, 2005). The use of an actuarial tool to assess risk is one of the key
differences between the police services and community-based service providers such as
women’s shelters (Stanley & Humphreys, 2014). Actuarial tools are more likely to be
based on an analysis of the data related to domestic homicides involving adults, making
them a likely choice for police services (Richards, Letchford & Stratton, 2008). The
ODARA provides the officer with an understanding of the relative risk of recidivism by
the alleged offender. Once the officer has gone through the risk factors, they are able to
tabulate the ODARA score to identify the probability of recidivism by the alleged
offender within the next five years. This information informs the conditions the police
might request at a Bail hearing and inform the work of the Crown Attorney in
prosecuting the charges.
The inclusion of the ODARA in the DVRM shifts the focus by the WRPS-DVU
from their role investigating the alleged offender to ensuring the safety of the victim.
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Having the ability to predict recidivism by the alleged offender can enhance any
sentencing that might occur. More importantly, the ODARA score can be used by the
WRSP-DVU to inform any safety planning with the victim.
The officer above also notes that the DVRM is used to extract information that
might exist outside the incident being investigated. For example, previous incidents and a
history of DV are canvassed with the victim. The gathering of historical information is
part of the ongoing assessment of risk by the police regarding the alleged offender. One
question of the ODARA enquires about past behaviours of the offender as a predictor of
future violence. In this way, the WRPS-DVU continue to rely on risk to tailor their
response to the alleged offender.
Completion of the DVRM is the first time that the work of completing a risk
document by the WRPS-DVU engages the victim in the risk assessment process. While
completing the DVRM, the victim becomes a source of information used to identify and
potentially mitigate the risks related to the alleged offender. Throughout the findings
chapters, I identify and discuss several points where victims are placed in the precarious
position of becoming an ‘informant’ because of the activation of a text. The engagement
of the victim in this process involves obtaining information from her about the alleged
offender for the purposes of managing his risk-related behaviour. My research shows that
once the alleged offender is criminally charged, he ‘disappears’ or becomes a ‘ghost’ in
the eyes of other service providers. Moments where victims become sources of
information about the allege offender, while meant to enhance her safety, are a
surveillance technique used to maintain a gaze on the offender. In the absence of
engaging with him, the victim’s information serves to ensure that he is being watched.
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However, this practice is not without potential consequences. Providing this information
may place the victim in a difficult position should she desire to reconcile with her partner
once the criminal proceedings are completed.
Collaboration between FVP partner agencies is built into the DVRM. Two
specific sections of the DVRM prompt the WRPS-DVU detective to consider sharing
information with other FVP partner agencies. The first is in the section entitled ‘Children’
where the detective is prompted to indicate if a referral was made to the Children’s Aid
Society (CAS), known as Family and Children’s Services (F&CS) in the Waterloo
Region. Making a referral to F&CS is the enactment of a professional responsibility to
report suspected child abuse as per the Child and Family Services Act (CFSA). A referral
to F&CS is a collaborative moment between the WRSP-DVU and F&CS which I discuss
in Chapter Seven (Extending).
The other collaborative prompt occurs in the section entitled ‘Case Management’.
In this section, the WRSP-DVU detective is provided with the opportunity to identify any
referrals made to agencies and services outside the WRPS. These include referrals to the
HRRT, VWAP, Family Court Support Worker Program, Probation and Parole Services
and Social Assistance. Additionally, the officer is prompted to consider the involvement
of mental health professionals and the local Threat Assessment Unit. Not all these
services are part of the FVP, however the DVRM prompts the WRSP-DVU officer to
‘hook-in’ the most appropriate services for both the victim and the alleged offender.
Both the Guilty Plea Synopsis and the DVRM are risk documents that form part
of the core CJS response to DV. The completion of these documents requires the WRSP-
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DVU to assess risk levels, identify risk factors and construct documents that articulate to
others the relative risk associated with the alleged offender. The identification and
assessment of risk has become central to the Core CJS response and the work of the
police. Their work is also primarily focused on the alleged offender as opposed to the
victim. Much of the work that is completed and the text created focuses on offenderbased risk factors, while no emphasis is placed on victim safety beyond the section in the
DVRM.

Involving the Crown Attorney
The WRSP-DVU has a very important relationship with the Crown Attorney.
They both fall under the responsibility of the Ministry of the Attorney General (MAG)
and therefore share a reporting and information-sharing relationship. The Crown
Attorney prosecutes the criminal charges laid by the WRSP-DVU and often acts in a
consultative role with the police. The Crown Attorney’s Office is a partner agency at the
FVP and a DV Crown Attorney is situated in the FVP building.
The interconnectedness of the work of the Crown Attorney and the WRSP-DVU
is the result of changes in the Crown Attorney’s work and in turn, a change in the role of
police in responding to DV. It is also a connectedness that can be directly linked to
textual changes and police work processes. In the wake of the May/Isles Inquest in 2000,
the Provincial Government of Ontario implemented policy LE-024 (Ministry of the
Solicitor General, 2000), which outlined the role of the police when responding to
incidents of domestic violence and this included the implementation of Mandatory
Charging. LE-024 is an extra-local or external text (Smith, 1999) that impacts the work of
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the Crown Attorney. In response to the increased involvement of police in responding to
DV, the Waterloo Region Crown Attorney now has a specific DV Crown Attorney.
The Crown Attorney who took part in this project identified that their work is
influenced by LE-024. Mandatory Charging requires the availability of Crown Attorneys
to prosecute. While LE-024 does not directly structure the Crown’s work, it impacts the
kind of work the DV Crown does. Here is how the Crown Attorney described the
relationship between their work and LE-024:
Yes, and that’s not our policy - that’s a police policy that impacts our work
because the police, we have to deal with the police, a charge is laid and then we
have to make decisions around how we are going to proceed with that.
(Participant SP-094)
LE-024 connects the work of the police and the Crown Attorney in responding to DV.
The Crown Attorney makes important links between their work and that of the police.
The work of the police results in the activation of the Crown Attorney in their role to
evaluate the criminal charge and in deciding to proceed with prosecution or not.
The DV Crown Attorney at the FVP reviews every DV-related charge to
determine the possibility of conviction. The DV Crown Attorney reviews the Crown
Package received from the WRSP-DVU. During her interview, the Crown Attorney
provided an extensive description of the information reviewed:
The information which is a charge sheet, has information about the accused, the
criminal record of the accused, the statement of the accused, if the accused made
a statement. For the victim; statement of the victim if there was a statement
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made, could be a written statement, audio statement, video statement if that’s
preferred. Often it starts with a written statement and it ends up being taken over
by the DV officers and they do an audio statement or a video statement next
door here [at the FVP] … we get a summary of those notes so that we don't have
to look at the whole in the early stages of the whole interview to get the
information of what the accused statement is for the victim’s statement,
statements from other witnesses. We get all the prior domestic occurrences that
are in possession of the police; the local police and they will also get
[information] from other jurisdictions if there were occurrences in other
jurisdictions. And we also get the call the FIPP hits which is Firearm Interest
Person … which occurs when a police service will put a hit on the CPIC system
if this person was involved in an incident that would be concerning. It might be
an incident of violence or threats: it may or may not have resulted in charges that
may not be DV, but it would be of concern to have that person if that person
would try to get an FEC, which is the firearm. So, a FIPP hit will give us
information about prior occurrences involving the accused that may or may be
domestic, but just sort of a background history of that particular accused person
and we get that. The police have a ‘live’ file here of all the prior occurrences,
domestic occurrences, so they can just press a button and print it out for the
Crown at bail. Then there will be also investigative documents, for example
copies of DVDs so we know that at the Crown we have the DVD in our office.
So, we have a library of DVDs that we have obtained from the police,
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photographs, medical reports. We’ll get an arrest report and we’ll get the police
‘will say’ and police notes. (Participant SP-094)
The Crown Attorney is tasked with reviewing a substantive amount of detail in
the Crown Package. While the primary focus may be the evidence and the merits of the
case, the Crown Attorney considers the presence or absence of risk throughout the review
of the material. Central to the work of the Crown Attorney is the decision-making that
suggests that the alleged offender is truly recalcitrant or unlikely to recidivate (Buzawa,
Buzawa & Stark, 2012). Like the police, the Crown Attorney starts with the history of the
alleged offender to determine the relevant risk factors and merits associated with the case.
An examination of the decision-making of Crown Attorneys indicated that a history of
abuse by the alleged offender was related strongly to future charging decisions and that a
prior record of the alleged offender has greater influence over Crown Attorneys than the
evidentiary strength of the case (Schmidt & Steury, 1989).
As I spoke with the Crown Attorney, she focused on specific risk factors related
to the alleged offender, including the alleged offender’s ability to purchase a firearm.
Focusing on the ability of the alleged offender to purchase firearms is an
acknowledgement of the role that illegal firearms have played in the deaths of women by
their partners (Kane, 1999). In both the May/Isles and Hadley inquests the alleged
offender illegally acquired firearms that were used in their crimes. The recommendations
from both of those inquests emphasized the importance of limiting the ability for alleged
offenders to purchase firearms when they have been charged with a DV incident. In the
work of the Crown Attorney, access to firearms becomes a risk factor to consider as part
of the prosecution of the alleged offender.
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The process for the Crown Attorney is an interesting example of how the Guilty
Plea Synopsis and the DVRM structure her work. Both documents are used to filter the
story of DV down to a series of risk factors that must be addressed by the CJS. The work
of the Crown Attorney is to take the documents and extrapolate the risk factors back into
behavioural expectations of the alleged offender should he be released on bail, or to
articulate to the court the evidence and merits of the case at trial.
Reviewing the Crown Package engages the Crown Attorney in a series of work
processes. Once the Crown Package is received, they must determine if the criminal
matter will proceed. This often involves consideration of the evidence gathered by the
police and involves a complete review of the Crown Package. Here is how the Crown
Attorney described the work when a file is first received:
…the first thing we do is to look as to whether or not a reasonable prospect of
conviction and the secondary is it whether it's in the public interest that's across
all cases. But in cases of domestic violence, it’s a given that we will have a
starting point that is in the public interest. (Participant SP-094)
According to the Crown Attorney who participated in this project, it is always
considered to be in the public interest to proceed with the prosecution of a domestic
violence-related incident and the public interest is served through the reduction of risk
associated with these incidents. The prosecution of DV-related crimes is one method to
address risk by the CJS. Historically, the criminal court system espoused indifference
towards cases of DV (Buzawa, Buzawa & Stark, 2012; Ursel, Tutty, & leMaistre, 2008).
However, over time as increased knowledge and awareness of this issue grew, the
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criminal court system became more responsive to the needs of victims and to the
importance of prosecuting these cases. In Canada, the increased commitment to
prosecuting DV cases can be seen in the development expansion of specialized DV courts
(Ursel, Tutty, & leMaistre, 2008). While the Crown Attorney did not link public interest
to the Coroner’s Inquests, it is possible to look at the inquests and surmise that those
events shaped the current practices within the Crown Attorney’s office.
As the Crown Attorney reviews the Crown Package, not only are they enacting
the documents from the WRSP-DVU, but they are also enacting or activating texts or
documents to assist in their decision-making. To complete her work, the Crown Attorney
relies upon extra-local texts, or text/documents that originate somewhere else but
structure the prosecution work processes. Many of these are legal documents, as the
Crown Attorney noted during her interview:
… some reasonable prospect of conviction starts as an evidentiary thing and
that’s case law and my understanding of the law and that’s years of experience
doing trial work, my training as a lawyer, all those things. My understanding of
the Criminal Code and case law and as to whether or not resolving the case which is not part of what I do but my partner does - on all the same things, all of
the things and [our] experience: what you know, where you think this will go in
court. (Participant SP-094)
The experiences of the Crown Attorney and her training as a lawyer require her to be
familiar with a very specific set of documents to proceed with her work. The FVP Crown
Attorney identified the importance of understanding the Criminal Code and the relevant
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case law to make decisions. The Criminal Code sets out and defines the threshold of
crimes in Canada, while case law provides precedents regarding historical criminal
matters. These documents are known as boss texts and are often part of institutional
circuits which are represented by “text-coordinated action making people’s actualities
representable and hence actionable” (Smith & Turner, 2014, p.10). Boss texts are texts
that regulate or govern particular work settings (Smith & Turner, 2014). The regulation
of work processes by a boss text may occur across settings. For example, the Criminal
Code regulates policing across Canada. Boss texts may also embed institutional
discourses in the work practices at the local settings and across settings. In this way, they
regulate and standardize work across settings.
In the case of the CJS and the work of the Crown Attorney, the Criminal Code of
Canada and the relevant case law are boss texts that structure the work that occurs within
the CJS. In assessing the merits of a case, the Crown Attorney relies upon the Criminal
Code to determine whether to proceed. Her behaviour becomes observable once she has
activated the Criminal Code.
The work of the Crown Attorney represents the second step in responding to DV
by the FVP as part of the community-based response. The work, as described by the
Crown Attorney focuses the relevant risk factors associated with the alleged offender and
on the prosecution of the criminal charges. The challenge with this approach and focus on
prosecution is that the outcome of the process is centralized within a single incident
framework and often fails to consider the experiences of the victims of DV (Ursel, Tutty,
& leMaistre, 2008). Given the documents that structure the work of the Crown Attorney
(Criminal Code, DVRM, Guilty Plea Synopsis), it is logical to consider how the focus of
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her work is the prosecution of the alleged offender. During my interview with the Crown
Attorney, she made very few references to meeting with victims of DV and those
meetings typically only happened when it appeared that the matter was proceeding to trial
and she needed to determine the credibility of the victim as a witness.

The Invisible Nature of the Work of the Core CJS
As I conducted interviews for this research, I continually considered the
experience of victims who receive service from the FVP. The participants from the FVP
indicated that one of the main reasons the FVP was created was to improve service to
victims of DV. I wondered if the processes present did improve service to victims and if
so, what was the victims’ experience? As I delve into this community-based model of
service provision, it is my intent to discuss the experience of victims considering the
textual processes that are in place at the FVP.
The text-based nature of the work of the WRPS-DVU results in many documents
being prepared to comprise the Crown Package. The production of the Crown Package
makes visible the work of the WRSP-DVU and identifies the risk factors that exist.
However, the text or documents created by the WRSP-DVU are invisible to victims.
When I spoke to service users of the FVP, the text-based work of the WRSP-DVU was
not visible to them. Two of the three women interviewed by the police had different
experiences. The first woman was interviewed in her home by the police. She indicated
that the WRPS took a written statement from her and she was unaware as to how the
police used her information as her matter did not proceed through criminal court.
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The second woman was interviewed twice by the police. The first interview
occurred in a local police station and was conducted by a uniformed officer. Once again,
a written statement was taken, and it was unclear what happened with that material. The
matter did not initially proceed through the CJS until the woman made a complaint
regarding her matter. As a result, she was offered a second interview conducted by one of
the WRSP-DVU detectives. This second interview took place at that FVP in the ‘soft
room’ where the WRSP-DVU interviews victims. The interview was video recorded and
was used as part of the criminal proceedings. However, the woman had no knowledge
about what the WRSP-DVU detective did with the information collected, aside from the
criminal charges that were laid.
It is unclear how important the text-based processes of the WRSP-DVU are for
victims. During the interviews, both women indicated that the most important thing was
feeling that they had been heard by the police when they were giving their statement. In
the case of the second victim who was interviewed twice, she felt better about the
investigative process because she felt heard by the WRSP-DVU detective who
interviewed her. This remains an area of interest and importance if we are going to fully
understand the experiences of victims who access service at the FVP.

Towards Other FVP Partners
This chapter has presented a very traditional view of the CJS response to DV. The
core CJS partner agencies of the FVP are focused on the investigation and prosecution of
DV-related criminal charges. The work of the WRPS-DVU represents a typical police
response to DV. Many police jurisdictions now have a specific DV unit designed to
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improve their response. Similarly, the work of the Crown Attorney presents a traditional
model response to the prosecution of DV matters.
Despite the traditional nature of their work, both service providers are critical in
identifying risk factors related to the individual incidents. Through the investigative
processes, the WRPS-DVU gather information regarding a very specific set of
circumstances and extract details that help them form an assessment of risk regarding the
alleged offender and the relative safety of the victim. The creation of the Guilty Plea
Synopsis and the DVRM are critical tools that are used in the process of concretizing the
risk factors. Once these documents are provided to the Crown Attorney, the prosecution
of the criminal case continues to identify these risk factors and to consider their impact
on the overall potential of the case.
While both service providers are responding to DV according to their mandate, on
their own they represent an isolated and often problematic response to DV (Ursel, Tutty,
& leMaistre, 2008). The difficulty is that the CJS is organized to respond to discrete
incidents and these incidents are often shaped by the level of seriousness and the
probability of conviction. Unfortunately, DV is a much more complex social issue that
often involves multiple incidents and an escalating seriousness without physical harm
(Ursel, Tutty, & leMaistre, 2008, p.8). As a result, the CJS fails to properly attend to the
nuanced complexities associated with the lives of the alleged offenders and the victims.
This is where the other partner agencies of the FVP become important. While this
chapter presented the work of the core CJS partners, the reality is that they do not work in
isolation and that there are mechanisms in place that are designed to enhance the overall
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response to DV. The inclusion of other FVP partner agencies brings an additional focus
on risk as part of the response and is part of the building of a web of surveillance on
families for the purposes of monitoring them for future incidents of DV. In Chapter Six:
Activating, I present the work of the Criminal Justice Support Layer. These include the
Waterloo Regional Police Services Victim Services Unit (WRPS-VSU) and the Victim
Witness Assistance Program (VWAP). Both partners are under the CJS but provide
support services to those accessing CJS services. Their work is structured through
receiving the Guilty Plea Synopsis and the DVRM. In so doing, their work becomes
focused on identifying risk factors with the victim and they act as an extension of
surveillance by the CJS of the family to reduce the likelihood of recidivism.
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Chapter Six: Activating
Introduction
We simply did not have the capacity to follow up 6100 times over the course of
a year to identify if there anything else that needed to be disclosed. Did you want
to partake in safety planning? Did you want to partake in a safety or a security
audit of the residence? And quite frankly we weren’t the best service provider to
be delivering those services. (Participant AR-037)
The quote above is from a WRPS officer and highlights the challenge the WRPS
faces in responding to domestic violence (DV). In 2016, the WRPS received 5712
domestic dispute calls, which translates into one DV call every 1.5 hours (Waterloo
Regional Police Service, Citizen Calls, 2017). The WRPS is tasked with the
responsibility of investigating reports of DV and lacks the capacity to do safety planning
with every victim, but also there is a recognition that there are other, more skilled service
providers available to conduct this work.
To ensure victims of DV are provided with the most comprehensive supports
services available, the Core Criminal Justice System (CJS) service providers hook in a
second layer of service providers that work within the CJS but are designed to provide
immediate support to victims of DV. This layer includes the Victim Witness Assistance
Program (VWAP) and the Waterloo Regional Police Service Victim Services Unit
(WRPS-VSU). VWAP helps victims navigate the criminal court process, and the WRPSVSU provides emergency support services to victims of crime. Both service providers
have office space at the FVP, however, their proximity to other CJS service providers is
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notable. VWAP’s main office is in the Court House, providing them with access to the
Crown Attorney and court staff. The WRPS-VSU is housed under the auspices of the
WRPS-DVU, enhancing their ability to access information, connect with WRPS-DVU
staff, and provide them with specialized knowledge regarding the operational context of
the WRPS-DVU setting.
The provision of support services by VWAP and WRPS-VSU is textually-mediated
and occurs as part of the FVP community-based response to DV. Both agencies receive
and use documents that are created by the WRPS-DVU, specifically the Guilty Plea
Synopsis and the Domestic Violence Risk Management Form (DVRM). These
documents co-ordinate and structure their work and connect them to the work of the Core
CJS. Work completed by the service providers in this layer represents a shift in how the
Guilty Plea Synopsis is used. In the Core CJS, these documents are used to prosecute
alleged offenders. Once these texts are activated beyond the Core CJS partners by VWAP
and the WRPS-VSU, they are used to engage, support and provide surveillance on
victims and alleged offenders. As I demonstrate, the work of these service providers is
focused on the identification, assessment and mitigation of risk. This focus on risk
structures their work in very specific ways.
This chapter explores the work of non-Core CJS partners and how they are
activated as part of a web of surveillance that is created to monitor families where DV
has occurred (see Figure 4). The service providers that I encountered operate in ways that
result in information being provided to the Core CJS that can be used to monitor these
families. The surveillance of families begins once the Criminal Justice Support layer
commences it’s work and continues as other FVP partner agencies are hooked into the

146
community-based response to DV. The sharing of texts by the Core CJS that activates
VWAP and WRPS-VSU as part of the web of surveillance targeting families to monitor
their behaviour and to reduce the risk of recidivism by the alleged offender.
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The Victim Witness Assistance Program
The primary role of VWAP is to provide “information, assistance and support to
victims and witnesses of crime to increase their understanding of, and participation in, the
criminal court process” (Ministry of the Attorney General, nd). The role of VWAP is not
limited to providing service to victims of DV; it includes all victims of violence where
criminal charges have been laid. Here is how one VWAP caseworker described the depth
and breadth of their role:
We navigate victims and witnesses of crime through the court process. Once
charges are laid - and not before- but once charges are laid, we will get referrals
from Crowns and/or police and/or the participants themselves asking for some
assistance. Basically, what we do, it’s like I said, we navigate them through the
process, explain the process to them. If they don’t understand, then they can ask
us questions. We’re the go-between, the conduit between the Crowns and
themselves, regards to wishes, cares, concerns or lack of concerns. We’re
obligated to pass along to the Crown prosecutor. (Participant SP-053)
Describing their work as involving navigation and being a ‘conduit’ to other aspects of
the CJS highlights the interconnectedness between VWAP and other core CJS service
providers and places them in an important place to provide surveillance information to
the core CJS. For my research, I wanted to move beyond the descriptions of the work
VWAP does to consider how their work occurs. How do they go about being conduits
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and navigators within the CJS? How is their work structured and how do they know what
to do?
The answer to these questions were revealed during my interviews with VWAP
staff. VWAP workers become hooked-in to the DV response through the Guilty Plea
Synopsis which is provided by either the Crown Attorney or a detective from the WRPSDVU. This sharing of information occurs because all three fall under the purview of the
Ministry of the Attorney General (MAG). This allows for the sharing of information
between them without the use of a formal consent process. VWAP staff described the
process of receiving the Guilty Plea Synopsis, also known as a case synopsis:
So, we get a case synopsis, we don’t get occurrence reports with all the witness
statements. But we get a case synopsis sent to us every time a DV case or DV
charge is laid. So, the DV admin staff over here, there’s a police DV unit here in
the Family Violence Project, the support staff there electronically send it to our
support staff and then they’re assigned to a worker. Various times throughout
the day I’ll get something in my inbox electronically and it will be a new file.
So, it’s opened physically by support staff person. But I read it online.
(Participant SP-053)
VWAP staff begin their work by reading the Guilty Plea Synopsis. The act of
reading activates the Guilty Plea Synopsis and begins the engagement process by VWAP
staff with the information from the police. This is a process where VWAP staff, activate
the information contained in the Guilty Plea Synopsis. As the Guilty Plea Synopsis is
shared with other FVP partner agencies, its’ use becomes individualized to the work of
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the specific FVP service provider. The Guilty Plea Synopsis was initially written by a
WRPS-DVU officer at a different time, at a different locale, and for a different purpose.
The WRPS-DVU officer created it to document the criminal process and to identify
specific risk factors for the court system. Once the Guilty Plea Synopsis is shared outside
the Core CJS, it is read differently, depending upon the individual agency worker, their
role and the mandate of their agency.
As the VWAP caseworker activates the Guilty Plea Synopsis, the focus shifts from
the risk of the offender to support for the victim. However, risk remains a very important
aspect of the work that is done by VWAP staff. The identified risk factors that related to
the offender are now used to assist the victim. VWAP caseworkers begin reading the
Guilty Plea Synopsis to identify the risk factors that might need to be addressed with the
victim. Here is how one VWAP caseworker described what she looks for when reading
the Guilty Plea Synopsis:
I look for injuries. I look for children, to see if children were witnesses or in the
house upstairs in bed sleeping. I look for damages for restitution for these
clients, so let’s say something was thrown at the wall, it was broken in the
picture frame, a door frame is broken because he broke down the door or
jammed the doorframe. I look for damages, I look for children being present.
That’s primarily what I look for. (Participant SP-053)
The initial reading of the Guilty Plea Synopsis translates the occurrence or ‘what
happened’ into a series of identified risk factors. For example, injuries, the presence of
children, and broken doors are identified risk factors regarding the relative safety of the
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victim. When this document was written, it was written from the perspective of a police
officer investigating the incident. As such, the risk factors related to the behaviour of the
alleged offender. The document is encoded with the language of the police to be used
within the CJS. The work of the VWAP caseworker involves a process of decoding the
police information and recoding it into information that is related to their purpose and a
focus on the needs of the victim. While the VWAP staff consider both the physical safety
and emotional well-being of the victim, their overarching goal is to mitigate the identified
risk factors. This decoding/encoding process occurs with each FVP partner agency within
this service delivery model.
Engaging Victims: Talking About Risk
Once VWAP caseworkers have read the Guilty Plea Synopsis, they contact the
victim. It is during this encounter that information contained in the Guilty Plea Synopsis
is activated once again and structures the VWAP caseworker’s engagement with the
victim. During an interview with a VWAP caseworker, she described how the
information contained in the Guilty Plea Synopsis is used during the initial contact with
the victim:
When I have a conversation with my client and they start minimizing or they
start excusing the behavior or whatever... the first conversation I’ll say
something like ‘the door was broken: have the locks been changed by your
landlord? Do I need to set you up with somebody else [to change the locks]? Are
you looking for money? Will you be looking for me to replace the lock?’ Those
kinds of things because that will then trigger me to ask those questions that I
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need to redirect them to other resources we don’t have. We are a voluntary
programme and we don’t have the funding to fix things, to replace things. But
there are services providers that I know through networking through my work in
this community that I can refer, and those might be some of the calls I will
make. (Participant SP-053)
These conversations with victims require the VWAP worker to ‘activate’ the
information from the Guilty Plea Synopsis. The Guilty Plea Synopsis provides
information the VWAP worker that assists in the engagement process. This information
is used to identify and prioritize areas of focus. This represents the ongoing assessment of
risk factors by the VWAP worker through their engagement with the victim. For
example, the VWAP worker above references the broken door and the potential need to
change the locks. This is a significant risk factor related to the safety of the victim. The
VWAP worker uses this risk-related information from the Guilty Plea Synopsis and
brings it forward into the conversation with the victim for the purposes of improving
safety. Risk remains in the foreground of these conversations to create safety for the
victim.
The work of VWAP signals a shift in focus of service delivery. The service
providers in the Core CJS layer were focused on the alleged offender. However, VWAP’s
role is to assist victims through the CJS process and ensure their safety and well-being. In
this second layer, the service providers are focused on the needs of the victim. During my
interviews with the VWAP staff, their focus on the victim was evident but, they never
lose sight of the alleged offender.
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Surveillance Through Engagement of Victims
The more I spoke with VWAPS staff, it became evident that their work may
initially focus on the safety and well-being of the victim, but their work also involved
gathering information about the alleged offender as part of the panoptic nature of the
FVP. The work of VWAP is part of the technologies of surveillance that engage the
victim but extend their view to include the alleged offender. They are the only CJS
service provider that remains involved with the victim until the conclusion of criminal
court process. This affords them continual access to the victim and multiple opportunities
to obtain information about the alleged offender from the victim. There are two distinct
work processes for VWAP that engage them in surveillance-related behaviour. The first
is their access to the CJS court process. The VWAP caseworkers are connected in very
specific ways to the Core CJS service providers during the CJS process. One of the tasks
of VWAP caseworkers is to provide victims with updates regarding the court process. To
access this information, the VWAP caseworkers rely on computer systems to gather
information about the court processes through the CJS database or other CJS service
providers:
I get it from police themselves, the Crown themselves or ICON [computer
system]. And you’re right, it’s information gathering absolutely and usually it’s
at the request of the clients. They want to know something. I have to keep
reminding the clients we don’t sit in courts. We don’t have the power or the
bodies or the people from 9 to 5 every day to give them a play-by-play. So, some
want to know what is said, what did he say, what are his arguments. Well I don’t
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have that information, but as the process unfolds I will get more and more and
more information and I will share this with you. (Participant SP-053)
Information pertaining to the status of individuals involved in the court system
and specific court matters are stored in a computer database called the Integrated Court
Offences Network (ICON). ICON is an “on-line mainframe that accumulates
information by courthouse in the Ontario Court of Justice” (Office of the Provincial
Auditor of Ontario, 1997, p.30). ICON contains court-specific information and details
regarding each case file and the most up-to-date information regarding the status of the
alleged offender. ICON is one of the technologies that is used by VWAP to maintain
surveillance on the alleged offender for the purposes of sharing with the victim. Through
gathering this information, VWAP workers can update victims and gauge the relative
safety of the victim from this information. As a surveillance tool, ICON tracks the alleged
offender as he progresses through the criminal court process. As a surveillance technique,
access to court information can be used for safety planning with the victim and can serve
to identify potential risk factors upon the release of the alleged offender.
In their role within the CJS, VWAP is able to engage in surveillance practices
regarding alleged offenders through their ability to access information via the ICON
system. This places VWAP in an important surveillance role as they are one of the few
FVP partner agencies with access to this information. Their role with the victim over an
extended period provides them with an opportunity to track the offender and to identify
any potential risks that might exist regarding victim safety upon his release. Being part of
MAG also means that VWAP can share information openly with the Core CJS should
concerns arise.
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The second piece of surveillance work by VWAP occurs through their support role
with the victim. VWAP caseworkers provide the victim with the opportunity to have
input into court process through filling out forms related to the granting of Bail or
sentencing. Filling out forms is part of the surveillance process and it is meant to
empower victims to feel safer, having had input into his potential release. Here is how
one of the VWAP caseworkers discussed this process and the kinds of questions that are
asked:
So, we do Bail Forms, we do Sentencing Input Forms. So, if we know it’s going
to be a plea, can we get their input and sentencing? Once this case is out of the
courts what do you want? She wants him home. Do you want him home with
your discretion? Do you want to talk to him? Do you want to talk at your
discretion? Do you want to have access to the kids only through a family court
order? Through F&CS? Through yourself through a court order? Through a third
party? Do you want money for the broken door for the broken frame? So then
you do a checklist kind of thing. I’m going to put that into the court victim
impact statement. (Participant SP-053)
The work of filling out court-related forms is another way that VWAP acts in a
surveillance role to provide information to the CJS about both the victim and the alleged
offender. This is another act of surveillance meant to increase the information about the
family. Working with the victim to create ‘input’ documents represents a shift in focus
for the VWAP caseworker. Their initial focus was supporting victims and ensuring their
safety. The Bail forms and the Sentencing Input Forms are offender focused and are
meant to inform the kinds of limits that might be placed on the alleged offender. The
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information that the victim provides in these input forms may signal future directions of
the relationship with the offender. They might act as a flag for the core CJS partners and
warrant consideration of heightened levels of surveillance on the alleged offender to
ensure the safety of the victim.
These input forms are also an expression of risk by the victim about the alleged
offender. These documents become part of the planning regarding the offender by the
core CJS partners. Central to this are the risks that the victim identifies in her statements.
One of the roles of the VWAP caseworkers is to assist the victim in crafting these
statements and using language that most accurately represents her position regarding the
alleged offender. Once these input forms are submitted, they become part of the larger,
ongoing assessment of the risk posed by the alleged offender.
The role of the VWAP caseworker continues until the criminal court matter is
resolved. At each court appearance (work), the VWAP caseworker obtains information
about the status of the case (text) and proceeds to provide an update to the victim (work).
At any time, victims may be required to provide input into the criminal court process.
This may involve them testifying (work) or filling out a form (text) or meeting with
Crown Attorneys to discuss their testimony (work). Throughout this process, it is the role
of VWAP, activated initially by the Guilty Pleas Synopsis, to provide service to the
victim and to support them until the process is concluded.

The Waterloo Regional Police Service Victim Services Unit
In the Waterloo Region, the WRPS have their own Victim Services Unit (WRPS-
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VSU)4. This service is offered by the WRPS but does not fall under the Ministry of the
Attorney General (MAG). The WRPS-VSU assists “people in dealing with the
consequences of victimization and/or tragic circumstances such as homicides, domestic
assaults, sexual assaults, criminal harassment, threats, and sudden deaths” (Waterloo
Regional Police Service, nd) and is located next to the WRPS-DVU at the FVP. This
closeness (both physically and organizationally) to the WRPS-DVU places them in a
unique position to obtain information from the WRPS-DVU and activates them as part of
the community-based DV response. Because they do not fall under the mandate of MAG,
the Guilty Plea Synopsis and the DVRM are not directly shared with them by Core CJS
partners. Here is how the VSU counsellor described her role:
I would say that the majority of our work revolves around Recognizance of Bail
notifications. We generally become involved in regards to the victim when
charges have been laid and the accused has been seen in court for bail and then
they have been released. So, we get the Recognizance of Bail directly from court
the day of the release and we have the responsibility of contacting the victim to
let them know that the accused has been released and within that conversation
doing a very brief assessment of their needs. So, we make sure they're aware of
the terms and the court process, like what’s next - but then we also kind of do an
emotional check-in and a safety check, and just ask these types of questions to
make sure that they’re supported throughout this criminal justice process, so that

4

Victim Services of Waterloo Region also serves victims of violence in the Waterloo Region, but are not
part of the FVP. They are a voluntary service that only contacts victims with their permission.
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they don't just feel the police showed up and they don't know what else is
happening. (Participant SP-055)

The Work of the WRPS-VSU
The work of WRPS-VSU only begins when an individual is granted bail and
released from jail. Once an individual is criminally charged, they can appear in Bail
Court and apply to be granted bail and released. Once this happens, a Recognizance of
Bail form is created by the Bail Court stipulating the conditions of the alleged offender’s
release. Recognizance of Bail forms are provided to the WRPS-VSU by Bail Court
officials. I found that it interesting that the WRPS-VSU does not become involved until
the alleged offender is released from jail. Their involvement coincides with one of the
riskiest times for victims of DV where the risk of recidivism is at its highest point (Coker,
2001; Ford, 2003; Mills, 2003). Here is how a WRPS-VSU counsellor described the
Recognizance of Bail form and how it is used in their work:
You would see, it says Recognizance of Bail at the top, you see the details of the
accused so it’s his or her full name, date of birth, address when the incident
happened, when they were seen in court, the charges that they are facing and the
terms of their release. So, it could be literally two terms or it could be - I think
the most I’ve seen is 10 or 12. So usually if there is a human victim, then it was
there will be a non-communication term. And in every domestic violence charge
from my understanding in the court there's always this non-communication term,
so instantly we look at that and we know that’s the victim because they're not
allowed to contact the victim anymore. So, we get that piece of paper, we kind
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of look through it and then we know who the victim is, we know that
information we can look it up on the police system. We’ll find the occurrence
number, then we will have access to the police report that was its Show Cause
document [Guilty Plea Synopsis], which is what the judge sees in terms of the
case. (Participant SP-055)
Reading the Recognizance of Bail form activates additional work processes for the
WRPS-VSU counsellor. The Recognizance of Bail form provides information about the
alleged offender, the court details and the victim, but it does not provide any detailed
information about the DV incident, location or how to contact the victim. This
information must be accessed through the WRPS database. To access the WRPS
database, the WRPS-VSU counsellor uses the police occurrence number on the
Recognizance of Bail form. The occurrence number acts as the key that allows the
WRPS-VSU counsellor access to more detailed information about the incident. Once the
WRPS-VSU counsellor locates the occurrence report she obtains details about the DV
incident, the charges the alleged offender is facing and contact information for the victim.
Using this circuitous route, the WRPS-VSU counsellor accesses the Guilty Plea Synopsis
and is connected to the work of the Core CJS.
As with the VWAP caseworker, reading the Guilty Plea Synopsis is a process of
activating the information. The Guilty Plea Synopsis provides them with details of the
assault and prepares them for their initial contact with the victim. The WRPS-VSU
counsellor I spoke with emphasized the importance of having access to police records:
…having access to the police report is huge because that gives us the context of
the crime. Sometimes the documents will say the victim was uncooperative with
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police, so that can maybe hint that the victim isn’t in an agreement with these
charges and we can go in approaching the situation kind of differently or
knowing that you know let's say in the report so assault can mean so many
different things, it can mean that he pushed her or that he choked her. So,
knowing the difference between what’s the specifics of the assault were, I know
that I can go and I can recommend that she be seen by possibly the Sexual
Assault/Domestic Violence Treatment Centre, recommend that she go be seen
by a nurse, because we know the effects of choking can be lead to death. So,
these little details like that help me prepare to, you know, how to best help the
victim. At the same time, conversations can change drastically over the phone,
so [it means] just being flexible about what they’re going to tell you and what
they want to share with you. (Participant SP-055)
Reading the WRPS-DVU file is purposive in nature and the information benefits
the WRPS-VSU counsellor in preparing to contact the victim. I learned that there are
very specific things they look for when they access the WRPS reports:
So, the type of assaults, the details of the charge and if I want to know history, I
can look back into both the accused and the victim history of involvement with
the police. So, knowing if this the first time or the 10th time that they called
police and we get all their demographics, like their location, age, sometimes we
know where they work just through police getting information with their
involvement. (Participant SP-055)
The work processes described by the WRPS-VSU counsellor thus far mirror the
work of VWAP in preparation for contact with the victim. There is a heavy focus on the
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identification and assessment of risk factors associated with the incident. Consistent with
the shifts in the social service sector, much of the work done by VWAP and WRPS-VSU
is focused on risk (Rose, 1996, 1998; Sanders & Langan, 2018; Swift & Callahan, 2009).
The engagement with the information contained in the Guilty Plea Synopsis by the
WRPS-VSU counsellor involves the decoding/encoding process of the WRPS-DVU risk
document. Reviewing the Guilty Plea Synopsis requires the WRPS-VSU counsellor to
decode the police information and to recode it into language that they can use in their
conversations with victims. This includes gathering information about the incident, and
the status of the court matter. The WRPS-VSU receives a risk document that activates
their work. The next step is to gather as much information as possible about the incident,
the victim and the status of the court matter. These are generally the identification of risk
factors that need to be addressed during the interaction with the victim. Once the WRPSVSU counsellor has obtained enough information to understand the situation, they will
initiate contact with the victim.
Engaging with Victims: Talking About Risk
Engagement with victims by the WRPS-VSU counsellor is part of the ongoing
assessment of the needs of the victim and the assessment of the level of risk that exists.
The WRPS-VSU does not provide direct service to victims of violence, rather their role is
to facilitate referrals to the most appropriate community service. Their assessment of risk
informs their conversation with the victim which may lead to a greater understanding of
the victim’s needs. During the conversation with the victim the WRPS-VSU counsellor
identifies other FVP partner agencies providers that she might make a referral to:
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And through that conversation [with the victim] you make that assessment of
what you think may be needed for them and where I feel the [FVP] project really
helps, because if I can say there's free counselling at the Sexual
Assault/Domestic Violence Treatment Centre, there’s nurses you can go talk to,
there’s Women’s Crisis Services, they can help shelter and housing and finances
and moving and safety planning, there’s Family and Children’s Services. If I’m
wondering about whether there’s a child involved in this somehow and I can say
to the victim as I’m on the phone ‘Would you like Women's Crisis Services to
call you for this or something that they help?’ and they say ‘Yes’, I say ‘Can you
give me verbal permission to pass on your contact information to them?’ And
they’re like ‘Yes, that's great’. So, I literally walk down the hall, give their
name, phone number and address and now Women's Crisis Services can call
them… whereas before, as opposed to giving the phone number to an individual
who is in crisis [who] can't remember who they are talking to, why you're
talking to them and have probably had five phone numbers given to them within
the last week about who and what. I say okay I'll do that I'll walk down the hall,
pass on that information and I've had it where Women’s Crisis Services worker
has said okay I’ll call them right now. (Participant SP-055)
The WRPS-VSU connects victims with other FVP partner agencies to provide
support services. During the conversations with the victim, the WRPS-VSU counsellor is
using the WRPS documents and their knowledge of other FVP partner agencies to
determine which services might be most appropriate for the victim. This process begins
to activate other FVP partner agencies to the community-based response. The process of
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involving other FVP partners often occurs because of the physical proximity of the
service providers due to co-location. The provision of referrals to other agencies once
again extends the web of surveillance on this family.
Using External Risk Tools
A large part of the roles of each of the FVP partner agencies is the assessment and
mitigation of risk. During my interviews with participants, they indicated that their
individual agencies have their own risk assessment tools and these tools guide the
decision-making. As I discuss the roles of each of the FVP partner agencies in this model,
the role of their organizational risk assessment tool is evident. The use of risk assessment
tools within social services has become a standard of practice to structure decisionmaking and support decisions made by agency social workers (Stanley, 2007; Swift &
Callahan, 2009).
My interview with the WRPS-VSU counsellor revealed that there are other risk
assessment tools that are created by agencies that are external to the FVP that are used by
the WRPS-VSU counsellor, Women’s Crisis Services of the Waterloo Region (WCSWR)
and Family and Children’s Services of the Waterloo Region (F&CS) (see Chapter Seven
for the discussion about WCSWR and F&CS). This was an important finding because it
suggests that the decision-making that occurs by FVP partner agencies is not solely the
result of internal texts or documents. There are risk assessment tools, that have been
developed outside of the FVP setting that structure the work of some of the partner
agencies. In my interview with the WRPS-VSU counsellor, she identified that she uses
the Domestic Violence Death Review Committee (DVDRC) risk factors list to augment
her assessment of risk (See Appendix J). The use of this tool by the WRPS-VSU
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counsellor introduces another risk document into the textual landscape of risk assessment
that is completed by FVP partner agencies. A WRPS-VSU counsellor described the
DVDRC risk factor form and how it informs her assessment:
So, for my own personal assessment I have posted on my desk the DVDRC, The
Domestic Violence Death Committee Review risk form, which has all these
kinds of high-risk behaviours. Just knowing all these risk behaviours if they [the
victim] mention something, then I can refer to them thinking ‘Oh he kicked my
animal’ so that can lead into another discussion and I can make a mental note
‘ok that’s a risk, that’s a risk factor’. Just assessing how high risk the situation is.
So that's something that I personally reference. Now I don't sit there and fill it
out. The list is something that's on my desk that I can look at and keep, use as a
conversation starter as well, I can say, well I saw, for example with the animal,
he kicked his animal, just through my own knowledge and research knowing
that if he is brutal toward animals that may hint that he's been physical with
them. If they haven’t told us anything I can say usually a lot of women tell me
that it’s not just the animal, sometimes it’s them as well. (Participant SP-055)
The use of the DVDRC risk factor form serves two purposes for the WRPS-VSU; it
helps to identify risk factors that may lead towards victims being at high risk for lethality
and it is used as an engagement and educational tool with victims. As participant SP-055
notes, the DVDRC risk factor form informs her assessment of risk and the questions that
she is likely to pose to the victim. The WRPS-VSU counsellor is not required to fill out
the form as part of her role, but its location on her desk is a constant reminder of risk and
the importance of assessing it. I imagine that it is also the constant reminder of what

164
happens to victims when front-line staff fail to pay attention to risk factors.
The introduction of the use of the DVDRC risk form exemplifies how the work of
the WRPS-VSU is connected to the work that occurs at other sites. The DVDRC is part
of the Office of the Chief Coroner of Ontario. The purpose of the DVDRC is:
to assist the Office of the Chief Coroner in the investigation and review of
deaths of persons that occur as a result of domestic violence, and to make
recommendations to help prevent such deaths in similar circumstances. (Office
of the Chief Coroner, 2015)
The DVDRC annual report examines DV-related deaths in Ontario. The report
provides an analysis of the response by service providers and makes recommendations
to improve the overall response to domestic violence. Through its reviews, the
DVDRC has established a list of 39 risk factors associated with lethality and that 80%
of the time, seven of these risk factors are present when deaths of female partners
occur. Identification of these seven risk factors in a timely manner may reduce the risk
of lethality (Office of the Chief Coroner, 2015). The DVRDC has stated that the
identification of these risk factors can lead to:
…enhanced risk assessment, safety planning and possible prevention of future
deaths related to domestic violence through appropriate interventions by
criminal justice system and healthcare partners, including high risk case
identification and management. (Office of the Chief Coroner, 2015, p.12)
The introduction of the use of DVDRC risk factor form is an excellent example of
what Smith (1999) refers to as extra or trans-local settings that are outside the boundaries
of the everyday experience of the individual. The goal of the IE method is to make visible
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these complex social practices that “coordinate people’s actions across separations of
time and space, often without their conscious knowledge” (Campbell & Gregor, 2008, p.
31). While the focus of my interviews was on the work processes of the WRPS-VSU
counsellor, I was also interested in identifying trans-local texts and settings that may
structure their work. The DVDRC risk factor form connects the work of the WRPS-VSU
counsellor to the historical work of the Hadley Inquest I discussed in Chapter Two and to
the work of the DVDRC. Both are extra-local settings beyond the FVP that influence the
daily work experience of the WRPS-VSU counsellor. During my interview with the
WRPS-VSU counsellor, she discussed the importance of the DVDRC, but it was not
clear if she understood that using DVDRC risk factor form connected her to the historical
work of the Hadley Inquest. Additionally, there are numerous difficulties associated with
using the DVDRC risk factor form as part of the decision-making process. While the
DVDRC identify the top seven factors that are present in 80% of the female partners that
occur, there is no weighting given to the factors and no direction given by the DVDRC
on how to use these factors (Office of the Chief Coroner, 2015). These challenges
coincide with research that suggests that it is not always clear which factors should be
considered when assessing risk (Goddard, Saunders, Stanley, & Tucci, 1999)
The DVDRC risk factor form presents factors that are derived from reviews of
cases where deaths have occurred and are associated with lethality (Office of the Chief
Coroner, 2015). The use of the DVDRC risk factor form is part of a shift in the
assessment of risk that is focused on preventing deaths. One of the challenges associated
with using the DVDRC risk factor form is that it is unclear how many women are at risk
of femicide in comparison to being at risk of being re-assaulted by their partners.
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There are other reasons for using the DVDRC risk factor form beyond simply
assessing risk. The use of the DVDRC risk factor form signals a shift in focus by the
WRPS-VSU counsellor from the victim to the alleged offender. The initial engagement
questions by the WRPS-VSU counsellor related to the safety and well-being of the victim
determine what their current needs are. During the course of engagement with the victim,
there is a shift in the focus of the WRPS-VSU counsellor as they return to understanding
the behaviours of the alleged offender. In an effort to enhance safety, the victim is asked
questions about the alleged offender in an effort to determine the potential rate of
recidivism.
Maintaining Surveillance on the Alleged Offender
The DVDRC risk factor form is a technology of the panoptic or surveillance-based
work that occurs at the FVP. The work of assessing risk using the DVDRC risk factor
form places the WRPS-VSU in the position of expert (Brown, 2006; Christie & Mittler,
1999). The purpose of conducting an assessment using the DVDRC risk factor form is to
modulate and regulate the behaviours of the alleged offender and the victim. A high-risk
rating by the WRPS-VSU counsellor could be used to provide information to the CJS
regarding the alleged offender. As a result, he might be denied bail or have restrictions
placed on him that limit his mobility. Likewise, a risk rating that suggests there is a
danger to the victim, may result in her seeking safety from a local women’s shelter.
In the community-based model I am exploring, once criminally charged, the alleged
offender becomes invisible to many of the FVP partner agencies. The use of the DVDRC
risk factor form places responsibility on the victim to identify the alleged offender’s riskrelated behaviours. This is another point in the ongoing risk assessment process where the
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victim is placed in a role that informs the CJS about the behaviour of the alleged
offender. The use of the DVDRC by the WRPS-VSU counsellor also represents another
point in the model where information about the alleged offender is obtained from the
victim to track or maintain surveillance on the alleged offender. While the role of the
FVP may be on safety and well-being of the victim and children, increasingly, as the
community-based model is revealed, FVP partner agencies are instrumental in the
surveillance of the offender on behalf of the victim and the CJS.

The Importance of the CJS Support Layer
The CJS Support layer is an important step in creating safety for victims of DV.
Without the capacity to provide them with support, the WRPS relies upon these two CJS
partners to engage with victims regarding safety planning and referrals to services.
VWAP and WRPS-VSU rely upon risk-based documents to structure their work with
victims. This is done in two ways. For VWAP, they are provided with documents from
the WRPS-DVU or the Crown Attorney. The WRPS-VSU is hooked in to the work of the
Bail Court and takes a more circuitous route to obtaining information from the WRPSDVU.
The CJS Support layer is part of the ongoing assessment of risk at the FVP. Both
agencies read the Guilty Plea Synopsis with a specific risk orientation. The initial focus
for both agencies is on the identification of risks related to the victim. These might
include physical damages, physical safety and emotional well-being. However, as they
complete their work and their risk assessment, the focus shifts from providing support, to
engaging the victim in processes that enhance the surveillance by CJS of the alleged
offender.
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The surveillance of the family by the FVP is at its height within the first 72 hours of
the WRPS-DVU laying a criminal charge related to a DV incident. During these first few
days, the FVP has three separate agencies that are mandated to reach out to the victim
and provide support. VWAP, WRPS-VSU and Women’s Crisis Services of the Waterloo
Region (WCSWR) (See Chapter Seven) are each tasked with reaching out to the victim
within this narrow time frame to provide support to the victim. This time frame
represents that potential time when the alleged offender may be released on bail. The
contact with the victim serves to potentially provide information regarding the offender
upon his release. Contact between these agencies and the victim often includes a
discussion about any contact the victim may have had with the alleged offender. This
intense contact with the victim has the potential to provide the CJS with important
information about the behaviour of the alleged offender and the risks posed to the victim.
Information about contact by the offender to the victim can structure the CJS response to
the offender thereby improving the overall CJS response.

Looking Forward
Chapter Seven: Extending examines the work of non-CJS partners from the FVP.
There are two additional agencies that are brought into this community-based response to
DV. They are WCSWR and F&CS. Both agencies operate outside of the CJS but through
the sharing of the Guilty Plea Synopsis and the DVRM, they become part of this model.
While the CJS partners can share information due to being part of MAG, WCSWR and
F&CS rely on different text to be able to have access to information. The work of
WCSWR and F&CS are both textually-mediated, focused on risk and once they become
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part of the community-based response, they are also part of the web of surveillance that
envelopes the family.
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Chapter Seven: Extending
Introduction
Thus far, I have shown how texts created by the Waterloo Regional Police ServiceDomestic Violence Unit (WRSP-DVU) (Chapter Five: Hooking-In) are shared and
structure the work of other Criminal Justice System (CJS) partners (Chapter Six:
Activating). The Family Violence Project (FVP) has several non-CJS partner agencies as
well. Two of these agencies are part of the FVP community-based response to domestic
violence (DV). This chapter focuses on the work of the Women’s Crisis Services of the
Waterloo Region (WCSWR) and Family and Children’s Services of the Waterloo Region
(F&CS) as recipients of documents from WRPS-DVU. This is how the response to DV is
extended to include non-CJS partners from the FVP (see Figure 5).
The inclusion of these non-CJS partners represents an important aspect of the
collaboration that occurs at the FVP. Historically, collaboration between CJS and nonCJS partners was difficult for many reasons, including differing mandates, agency focus,
privacy legislation and philosophical differences (Buzawa, Buzawa & Stark, 2012;
Gwinn & Strack, 2010). Improving the CJS response to DV through the development of a
co-location of service has resulted in cross-sector collaborations designed to improve the
delivery of service to families where DV has occurred (Buzawa, Buzawa & Stark, 2012;
DeGeer, 2016; Gwinn & Strack, 2010).
The referral process from the WRPS-DVU to WCSWR and F&CS includes the
provision of the Guilty Plea Synopsis and the Domestic Violence Risk Management
Form (DVRM). This is the first occasion where the FVP shares these documents with
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non-CJS partners for the purposes of extending the FVP response to DV beyond the CJS.
This chapter reveals the textually-mediated processes that are in place to include
WCSWR and F&CS as part of the community-based response to DV. The sharing of
these documents subsequently structures the work of these agencies and extends the web
of surveillance on individuals and families where DV has occurred.
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WCSWR: The Use of a Memorandum of Understanding
Women’s Crisis Services of the Waterloo Region was one of the first partners to
join the FVP. Their mandate is “to support and empower women and children to move
beyond violence and abuse through the provision of safe shelter, education and outreach
services” (Women’s Crisis Services of the Waterloo Region, n.d.). By providing outreach
and emergency shelter services, WCSWR is a critical component of the communitybased response to domestic violence in the Waterloo Region. Their involvement with the
FVP enhances service to victims by increasing safety through shelter admissions,
providing counselling; and safety planning.
Prior to the inception of the FVP, there was no direct link between the WRPS and
WCSWR. During a DV investigation by the WRPS-DVU, the detectives may have
advised victims of the services provided by WCSWR, yet it was still the victim’s
responsibility to contact WCSWR to access services. In a state of crisis after experiencing
DV-related trauma, it is an exceptional burden to place on a victim to contact and engage
with support services. In Chapter Six the CJS support services were all proactive in
contacting the victim. Those direct linkages between CJS agencies were pre-existing in
nature and ensured continuity of communication with the victim. Despite their level of
expertise in DV, there was no direct linkage for sharing of information between the
WRPS and WCSWR.
To improve the response to DV, the WRPS and WCSWR entered a Memorandum
of Understanding (MOU). This MOU allows the WRPS to share specific information
with WCSWR for the purposes of providing service to victims of DV (see Appendix K).
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The development of the MOU came out of the WRPS Service Delivery Review
highlighted in Chapters Two and Five. The Service Delivery Review identified that the
WRPS lacked the specialization to engage with victims of DV. It also identified that they
lacked the ability to respond to the volume of victims in a meaningful way. The WRPS
identified that there were community partners in the Waterloo Region with specialized
skills and knowledge who were better suited to respond to victims of DV. It was with this
knowledge and motivation, that the MOU was established.
The WRPS retain the rights to the MOU and its contents. This is an important
aspect of the functioning of the FVP and is an example of how the WRPS structures the
work of other FVP partner agencies. Thus far, I have been focusing on the relations of
ruling that exist at the FVP as they are revealed through the work at the FVP. The MOU
represents an opportunity to examine one of the intricacies of the relations of ruling that
exists at the FVP. Through this research, I use IE to move “beyond interchanges of
frontline settings in order to track macro-institutional policies and practices that organize
those local settings” (Devault & McCoy, 2006, p. 29). The MOU is an example of a
macro policy between two FVP partner agencies. It was created by one agency in
response to service delivery needs and as a result, structures the work of the second
agency. As a policy, it exists beyond the frontline work at a macro level but routinely
structures the front-line work of both agencies. The MOU is also the text that is used to
extend the DV response beyond the CJS to include WCSWR.
The MOU is a ‘temporary text’5. It is time-limited and reviewed and renewed on a
regular basis by both parties. Either party can decide not to resign the MOU during the

5

The term ‘temporary text’ is credited to Dr. Susan Turner.
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renewal process. This makes the MOU temporary in nature. Unlike other texts, such as
legislation, policies etc. that structure work across different settings, the MOU only
structures the work of the two defined signatory agencies in the locally-defined setting.
The MOU does not apply to other FVP partner agencies and is not activated beyond the
localized setting of the FVP.
The MOU sets out the obligations and work processes for both WRPS and
WCSWR. It requires that the WRPS officer on the scene of a DV-related incident
discusses additional service provision by WCSWR with the victim. During this
engagement, the officer has the victim sign a Consent Form (Appendix L) that allows for
the sharing of information between the WRPS and WCSWR. The Consent Form has
space for the police to record the incident number, the date, and the victim’s contact
information. There are tick boxes at the bottom of the form that provide the identity of
the offender if he is deemed to be ‘High Risk’, another box if the incident is a ‘Breach
Offence’, and a third to acknowledge that a WCSWR pamphlet was given to the victim.
There is also space for the victim to consent to the sharing of information through the
provision of a signature. During my interviews with members of the WRPS, the sharing
of documents with WCSWR was highlighted as a case management practice:
The other partner that we share the information with is Women’s Crisis Services
of Waterloo Region. They’re the shelters… In those situations, we would share
the Domestic Violence Risk Management Form and the Guilty Plea Synopsis.
Again, so that as the shelter starts to work with this individual and provide safety
planning and doing their own risk assessment, they have a better understanding
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of what has been going on in the past, what has happened in the incident to bring
them the person today. (Participant SP-009)
Another officer also identified that sharing of documents is predicated upon the existence
of the MOU:
With Women’s Crisis Services, there’s no legislative requirements but we…
[send documents] to assist them. We’ve got a Memorandum of Understanding
with their agency, to provide them with information in those situations where
they’re providing ongoing care safety planning and the like for those victims.
(Participant SP-077)
The MOU requires that WRPS send the package of documents to WCSWR. In
addition to the Consent Form, these include the CAD Incident Report, the Guilty Plea
Synopsis and the DVRM. This package of information is received by an WCSWR
Outreach Support Worker, located at the FVP building in Kitchener. Once this referral
package is received, the work of the WCSWR Outreach Support Worker begins,
extending the work of the FVP to respond to incidents of DV beyond the CJS.

The Work of WCSWR
At the FVP, the WCSWR Outreach Support Workers receive the package of
documents from the WRPS-DVU. This package connects the work of WCSWR to the
work of the WRPS-DVU and structures the work of the WCSWR as part of the FVP
community-based response to DV. During my conversations with staff from WCSWR,
the MOU with the WRPS was highlighted as a significant improvement in service
delivery to victims of domestic violence. It provides WCSWR with access to information
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about victims of DV who have contact with the WRPS-DVU. Historically, these victims
may not have sought out service from WCSWR, however, the MOU directly provides
WCSWR with the information. This takes the onus off the victim to obtain service and
places it on WCSWR. Placing the onus for contacting the victim with WCSWR mirrors
the work processes of the CJS support services described in Chapter Six (Activating).
This is one of the ways that the text/documents that are shared by the WRPS-DVU begins
to shape the work processes of WCSWR. The first step is to begin to have their work
processes mirror those of the CJS, that is that WCSWR must actively engage victims of
DV because of receiving documents from WRPS-DVU. In this manner, the work of
WCSWR, through the MOU, begins to be incorporated into the work of the CJS and
becomes part of the panopticon or web of surveillance designed to track families where
DV has occurred.
Receiving the package from the WRPS-DVU begins the work process for the
WCSWR Outreach worker. Their first task is to review all the information. This is how
one of the Outreach Support Workers described the package of documents:
So, what would be in the package is the Consent Form, and that would allow me
to talk to the police. If an agency is involved with the police, or Victim Services,
that’s part of the elder abuse that sort of thing: the synopsis, the Crown Brief
synopsis, which is what the officer would write up: a brief history… where the
incident took place: whether there was alcohol involved, if there’s mental health
issues - and specific details about the incident that happened. After that I would
have pages of basic information like phone numbers, the exact charges, and then
they [WRPS-DVU] do a risk assessment, and I would get a copy of that. And of
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course, at the top of the thing is a cover sheet, her current phone number she
wants to be reached at, her signature consenting, and an address. (Participant SP049)
As with other FVP partners who receive these documents, reading them activates
the information that they contain. The documents were created in a different time and
location and were designed for a very specific purpose in the CJS. The Outreach Support
Worker activates these documents in their work setting and continues the assessment of
risk while working to increase victim safety. Interpreting and activating these documents
begins when the Outreach Support Worker reads them. I asked the Outreach Support
Worker how she went about reading the information that she received and what was
important to her work:
How I use it is simply as a basic tool to give me some basic information.
Because sometimes women tell me something different than what’s on there. Or
they had some time to think about it, and they’re kind of backtracking a bit. So, I
kind of use it as my starting points. I would also possibly look for if a woman
doesn’t have transportation here, and through the shelter especially, I go to the
woman’s home. So, I may look for if he’s been picked up, to know if he’s
already been arrested, to know if it’s safe for me to go to the house. And also, on
the top of that sheet it will deem if this is a high-risk situation. So that is one
thing that I absolutely look for. If the box that says High-Risk Assessed “Yes”,
then I look for that. (Participant SP-049)
The WCSWR Outreach Support workers engage in similar processes as the CJS
support services from Chapter Six (Activating) to understand the information provided

178
by the WRPS-DVU. As they read the documents, they are engaged in a decoding
process. They actively read the information that was written by the WRPS-DVU
detective and decode the contents searching for information that is relevant to their
role with the victim. Beyond the basic demographic information, the decoding process
also involves identifying risk factors and engaging in risk thinking (Swift & Callahan,
2009). The assessment of risk by the Outreach Support Worker commences once they
begin to review the case information. After gathering the demographic information
and incident details, the Outreach Support Worker examines the documents to see if
the situation has been deemed high-risk by the WRPS-DVU. On the front-sheet of the
package that is sent by the WRPS-DVU, there is a box that allows the detective to
identify if the case is deemed high-risk by the police. The assessment of risk by the
WCSWR Outreach Support Worker is structured by the level of risk assessed by the
police. This is the second way that the WRPS-DVU through the MOU structures the
thinking and actions of the outreach workers. A high-risk rating may influence the
kinds of services the Outreach Support Worker provides to the victim, where she
meets the victim, and the level of urgency of the response by WCSWR.
One of the benefits of relying upon risk assessments is that they provide service
providers with a common language for those responding to DV (Stanley &
Humphreys, 2014). Sharing the DVRM provides the WCSWR Outreach support
worker with a risk tool from which common language can be gleaned. Moreover,
sharing the DVRM is another way that the WRPS-DVU gets WCSWR to think and
potentially act as though they were an extension of the CJS.
Engagement with Victims

179
The process of contacting and engaging with the victim is also structured by the
MOU. Once the Outreach Support Worker has reviewed the material, she attempts to
contact the victim by telephone. Contacting the victim is structured by the parameters that
are set out in the MOU. The MOU states that the:
WCSWR shall, in all cases, attempt to contact the victim on three separate
occasions at not more than 48-hour intervals post compliance with Paragraph 29.
In the event the victim does not respond to WCSWR inquiries, WCSWR shall
notify the Staff Sergeant in charge of the Domestic Violence Unit and the
referring Police Officer(s) so that follow up may be undertaken by the Police’s
Victim Services Unit or alternate arrangements acceptable to all parties.
(Waterloo Regional Police Service, n.d., Paragraph 32)
I was interested to know if these practices are followed. Essentially, the Outreach Support
Workers are following rules that are dictated by the WRPS and it would be reasonable to
think that they may not agree with these rules. I learned that the Outreach Support
Workers understand their obligations to report their inability to contact victims:
So, whenever there is a charge laid, the woman is asked to give consent and the
case is referred to one of our Outreach Workers and she will try to contact the
woman three times within 72 hours. And if she can’t reach the woman for
whatever reason, it goes back to the police. So, it’s all about safety. If she
[Outreach Worker] does reach the lady, then you talk to them about being part of
our service which is free of course. (Participant SP-049)
I found the response by participant SP-049 interesting because there is an
acceptance that the safety of the victim takes precedence over the provision of service
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by WCSWR. This is emblematic of the over-arching goals of the FVP, to increase the
safety of victims through collaboration.
The MOU between the WRPS and WCSWR structures and embeds the relations of
ruling into work processes. The process of referring the matter to WRPS-DVU is an
example of the ruling relations that exist between the WRPS and WCSWR (Smith, 1999).
Relations of ruling are the power dynamics that exist and explain how, in this case, one
organization structures the work of another through textually mediated processes. In this
case, the police make the initial assessment of risk as captured in the DVRM and look to
WCSWR to assist in the mitigation of the risk factors associated with the case. One
aspect of the risk mitigation work of WCSWR is a ‘safety check’ on the well-being of the
victim. Failure to contact the victim increases the concern regarding the safety of the
victim and the potential risk. Returning the matter to the WRPS-DVU and WRPS VSU is
an acknowledgement of the additional resources or capacity to assess risk that exists
within the WRPS. For example, the WRPS can attend the home of the victim and
complete a safety check on the victim.
Safety Planning

During the initial conversation between the victim and the Outreach Support
Worker, the language of risk is replaced with language related to safety. This is part of
the recoding process that occurs for non-core CJS agencies. This shift in language reflects
the organizational culture of WCSWR which is concerned with the safety and well-being
of victims. However, this assessment of safety is the continuation of the assessment of
risk using language to engage the victim in determining her perception of safety. It is
easier to engage victims of DV by talking about their own safety as opposed to saying

181
they are at risk. To accomplish this, the Outreach Support Worker completes the
WCSWR Safety Plan with the victim. Here is how one Outreach Support Worker
described this initial engagement:
So, I go through it [Safety Plan] on the phone with her. I know it off by heart.
We just talk about it - it’s a pretty thick package I think [informant] gave you
one. So, we talk about that and we will also talk about are there instances where
she may become unsafe? There’s a program through victim services where
they’ll give her a monitoring system, so we can talk about things like that as
well. (Participant SP-049)
These initial discussions using the language of safety, are focused on the assessment and
mitigation of risk. In assessing risk, it is important to consider the perceptions of the
victims of their safety. The completion of the Safety Plan addresses any potential risk
factors that might exist. Where risk factors are identified, the Outreach Support Worker
can make suggestions to the victim about potential services and resources. For example,
in the quote above, there is mention of a monitoring system that victims can access. This
system provides quick access to the police in case of an emergency. The use of this alarm
system may be an opportunity to improve the safety of the victim, but it could also be
perceived as reducing the risk to the victim.
Once the Safety Plan has been completed, the Outreach Support Worker discusses
several other areas related to the safety and well-being of the victim:
Well, our main goal with the police [referrals] is to complete a Safety Plan. So, I
try my best to complete it on the first visit and if not, at the very least I talk
about safety, but I also see what other services I can provide her. So, if there’s
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children, maybe she needs some support with legal gaining custody of her
children. So, I’ll help her get hooked up with legal aid and a lawyer, and I will
attend those appointments with her, if she needs that to happen. If she doesn’t
have a place to stay, or she’s not going to have one for much longer, I’ll talk to
her about housing and give her the housing forms and help her support through
that process. If she needs some ongoing counselling, I’ll refer her to typically
either Carizon or this Sexual Assault/Domestic Violence team. And I’ll help
make those things happen, and I provide her with education. (Participant SP049)
Safety planning and the work done with victims by WCSWR is structured by the
MOU. The MOU states that WCSWR “will contact the victim, and in all cases attempt to
complete a Safety Plan and arrange continued follow-up and support as required”
(Waterloo Regional Police Services, n.d., para. 29). The MOU also states that WCSWR
will use the police’s “My Personal Safety Plan” (Waterloo Regional Police Service, n.d.
Para 33). The MOU also states that the WRPS can request a copy of the Safety Plan from
WCSWR (Waterloo Regional Police Service, n.d., para 34).
The direction to use “My Personal Safety Plan” from the WRPS represents another
example of the relations of ruling between WRPS and WCSWR. The MOU activates a
power differential between these agencies as it is the WRPS that decides which safety
tool is used by WCSWR and requires them to provide it upon request. While the WRPS
benefits from the expertise of the Outreach Support Workers in engaging victims, the
MOU provides a the WRPS with a mechanism to structure and control their work and
monitor the work being done with victims.
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As I learned about the role of the WCSWR Outreach Support Workers, it became
evident that multiple risk assessment tools are used during their work with victims. Using
multiple risk assessment tools allows the WCSWR Outreach Support Workers to assess
for different specificities of risk. There are many different kinds of risk assessment tools
being used by agencies to respond to DV. These risk assessment tools are often chosen by
agencies that best fit their mandate or are prescribed to them by a funding agency. There
is no one perfect risk tool, requiring agencies to consider which tool best meets their
needs. In the case of WCSWR, the use of different tools represents different ways to
explore risk and safety with the victim.
The Outreach Support Workers I interviewed provided me with a copy of WCSWR
safety-planning document entitled “A Personal Plan” (Women’s Crisis Services of
Waterloo Region, n.d.). It is 16 pages in length and is a standardized tool used with
women who are either in shelter or in the community. The document has sections meant
to engage a woman in thinking about the various aspects of her life and the issue of
safety. These include the development of an emergency escape plan, factors to consider if
she is living with her abusive partner, factors to consider in her neighborhood or at work,
and the development of a child’s safety plan. The tool concludes with a list of resources
such as shelters and helplines with phone numbers that the victim might need in the
future.
I learned that it is best practice for Outreach Support Workers to leave the Safety
Plan with the victim and that rarely is the Safety Plan given to the WRPS-DVU as per the
MOU. When I asked about the rationale for leaving the Safety Plan with the woman I
was told that “the goal is that they know their safety plan and where they are going to go
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if and they can look back on it and revise it…” (Participant SP-049). The Outreach
Support Worker indicated that the Safety Plan is only one aspect of the process of
building safety and that “I’m always really clear with a woman that this piece of paper is
not going to keep them safe. So, it’s just kind of a guide” (Participant SP-049). These
contradicting practices are reminiscent of the grassroots feminist practices often
associated with the shelter movement. It is possible that in response to the relations of
ruling that are entrenched in the MOU that these practices have developed to allow
shelter workers to adhere to feminist values, as opposed to feeling like they work or act
as agents for the WRPS.
Assessing Risk

The Outreach Support Workers also engage in a more formal risk assessment
processes with victims of DV. Once the Safety Plan is complete, Outreach Support
Workers begin completing a formal risk assessment with the victim. The Outreach
Support Worker I interviewed indicated that WCSWR uses the Domestic Violence Death
Review Committee (DVDRC) risk factor form to assess risk. Here is how one Outreach
Support Worker described their use of this risk assessment tool:
It’s our domestic violence risk assessment. We use it with every woman we meet
with. It’s a list of 30 some odd questions and it’s similar to what the police give
us but it’s not exactly the same. I complete one of those and I’ll talk about risk
levels. So, as the risk works hand-in-hand with the safety plan, I have to know
where the risk points are. (Participant SP-049)
I was interested to understand how the Outreach Support Worker used the risk factors
during their work. The participant from Victim Services had used the risk factors to
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guide her questioning and to probe for additional information from women they spoke
with. I wondered if it was different for the Outreach Support Worker. Here is what I
was told:
It’s either, the way we do it the risk is present, it’s absent or its unknown. So,
there are certain things that I will look for in a risk assessment. You know
whether she’s ever, the persons ever attempted to strangle her, whether the
person has access to guns, whether he has addiction issues, or mental health
issues, if he has stalking behavior, if he’s affiliated with a gang, Hell’s Angels.
All of these things play a part in that. And then we talk about the Safety Plan as
well and that she always gets a copy. And if I’m here or at the shelter I will keep
a copy of it. If not, I would just document that I have done it and, then in my
notes I will talk about the risk level that I spoke to her about. (Participant SP049).
The Outreach Support Worker uses the DVDRC risk factor form as a reference tool to
think about the risk factors for women who experience DV. The identification of specific
DVDRC risk factors are used to engage women and to develop a risk mitigation plan.
One of the goals of the Outreach Support Worker is to make the risk factors real and give
examples to woman of how they might reduce their risk:
So, I use it as a tool to help show them that there actually is a risk. And then you
can use it with this as well. So, some of the things, he’s stalking, if he wants to
know where she is all the time, for example if she goes to a Tim Hortons, every
day at three o’clock on Highland and… let’s not do that anymore because the
chances are that he’s going to see you there. (Participant SP-049)
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The use of the DVDRC risk factors by WCSWR is an important finding. This is the
first non-CJS partner to identify a trans-local or multiple setting text that is used as part of
their work. This demonstrates how the work of a CJS partner and a non-CJS partner can
be connected to another setting through the activation of a text. In this case, it is the work
setting of the DVDRC. The use of the DVDRC risk factor form by different FVP
partners supports the idea that the DVDRC has a great deal of influence on the work that
occurs at the FVP. This is another example of relations of ruling. During some of my
informal conversations with participants, I was often told that one document read by
many of the FVP partner agencies is the DVDRC Annual Report. The far-reaching nature
of the DVDRC suggests the presence of a ruling relations with the FVP partner agencies.
This makes sense, given the expertise that exists at the DVDRC. It makes sense that the
work of the staff and managers of the FVP would be structured by the text that is the
result of the work of the DVDRC.
The work of WCSWR Outreach Support workers extends the continuum of safety
for victims of domestic violence. The initial investigation by the WRPS-DVU addresses
the crisis-related safety issues that exist because of DV. Once an investigation is
completed and an arrest occurs, the concern regarding the safety of the victim shifts from
an immediate nature to one of assessing ongoing risk and ensuring the safety of the
victim over a longer period. This sharing of risk by the WRPS-DVU began with other
CJS partners and extends further into the community through the sharing of information
with WCSWR. However, in this case, the sharing of information and the ongoing
assessment and mitigation of risk is structured through a temporary text based on ruling
relations. Here the ruling relations exist through the existence of the MOU created by the
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WRPS to structure the work processes of WCSWR. In this way, one FVP partner agency
is structuring the work of another.
As I learned more about the work of WCSWR and their relationship to the FVP and
specifically the CJS, I wondered about the implications of being so closely connected to
the CJS. Upon examination, the work that is done by WCSWR mirrors the work that is
done by other CJS partner agencies. The role of WCSWR with victims and their work,
assessment and reporting relationships suggest that their work is akin to that of other CJS
partners. At times, it is unclear what differentiates WCSWR from other CJS partners. In
this model, the work of WCSWR is structured by documents from other CJS partners and
there is an embedded reporting relationship via the MOU. Given the historical challenges
that have existed between the violence against women sector (VAW) and the police in
responding to DV, this current relationship and the existence of an MOU is an interesting
finding. With such a contemptuous history between the Violence Against Women
(VAW) and the police, the relationship that exists because of the MOU is not necessarily
one of collaboration, rather the work is directed from the WRPS-DVU to WCSWR for
the purposes of continuing surveillance of the male offender through engagement with
the victim. My findings suggest that the work of WCSWR often replicates the risk-based
focus that is part of the CJS and that the MOU establishes a power differential that must
be constantly navigated by WCSWR workers.

Extending the Scope: Involving Child Welfare
A Textual Referral Process
The sharing of text by the WRPS-DVU thus far has been based on governmental
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relationships or the establishment of new protocols with other partners for example the
MOU with WCSWR. In Chapter Five (Hooking-In), I introduced the mandatory
reporting requirement for WRPS related to suspected child abuse and neglect. WRPS
officers are required to report to child welfare authorities when they believe a child has
been abused or is at risk of being harmed. Consideration of making a report is built in to
the work processes of completing the DVRM. In the DVRM there is a section that
prompts the WRPS-DVU detective to consider if a report to child welfare service is
required. What I learned was that this initial prompt was one of the entry points to a
series of texts and documents that structure the work of the WRPS-DVU, but that also
extending the FVP community-based response to DV to include Family and Children’s
Services of the Waterloo Region (F&CS). Involving F&CS extends the FVP response to
DV to include a focus on the safety and well-being of children. A focus that thus far has
been lacking in the model.
F&CS are the child welfare service provider in the Waterloo Region. Their role is
to “respond and work together with families, their supports and our communities to
protect and care for children who have been abused or neglected, or who are at risk of
being abused or neglected” (Family and Children’s Services of the Waterloo Region,
n.d.). This section focuses on how the documents shared by the WRPS-DVU structure the
work of F&CS and connect it to the FVP community-based response to DV.
F&CS is the only other non-CJS agency that receives the Guilty Plea Synopsis and
the DVRM. This is how the sharing of documents with F&CS was described to me by a
WRPS-DVU participant:
…but they’re [the DVRM & Guilty Plea Synopsis] also shared with Family and
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Children Services anytime there are children who are part and parcel of that the
family unit. So, you can have children who are in bed sleeping upstairs, mom
and dad are fighting downstairs not witnessing anything. If there are children in
that relationship we disclose to Family and Children’s Services the incident
itself and we provide them with a copy of the Guilty Plea Synopsis and the
Domestic Violence Risk Management Form because it’s part of their work also
ongoing with the family in keeping the kids safe. They need to know the risk
factors present in this relationship, they need to know what happened last night
that got the police involved. (Participant SP-009)
I inquired about the reason the forms are shared with F&CS which lead to the
identification of another boss text.
There is a legislative requirement for us to report to Family and Children
Services whenever kids are involved. And … again it’s the kids don’t have to be
present. But if the intimate couple has children, we are obligated to notify them
of the incident. (Participant SP-077)
The reporting of child protection concerns by the WRPS-DVU to F&CS is the
result of several documents or texts being activated and structuring their work. At the
centre of my inquiry is the DVRM and its role in structuring work across the FVP. But
there are additional texts that are activated when the WRPS-DVU makes a referral to
F&CS. The legislation that the WRPS-DVU detective is referring to is the Child and
Family Services Act (CFSA). As a boss text, the CFSA is the legislation in Ontario
governing the provision of child welfare services. The purpose of the CFSA is to
“promote the best interests, protection and well-being of children” (Government of
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Ontario, n.d. Section 1). It requires any person, including professionals to report
suspected child abuse and/or neglect to local child welfare agencies. The obligation or
Duty to Report is found in Section 72(1) of the Act which states:
Despite the provisions of any other Act, if a person, including a person who
performs professional or official duties with respect to children, has reasonable
grounds to suspect one of the following, the person shall forthwith report the
suspicion and the information on which it is based to a society. (Government of
Ontario, n.d., Section 72)
The second text that activates the reporting process by the WRPS-DVU to F&CS
are the WRPS operational policies and procedures. I spoke with one officer who
indicated that the WRPS policies have a greater impact on his work and reporting
obligations:
I believe it’s one of our procedures if children are involved in any criminal or
any incident where their safety could be a concern and then Family and
Children’s Services is the private contract, private company that is contracted by
the provincial government to investigate child issues (Participant SP-077).
In the Procedure to the Waterloo Regional Police Service: Domestic Violence
Occurrences, Section E outlines the Duty to Report a Child in Need of Protection of
Family & Children’s Services. This section outlines the steps officers must take if they
have “reasonable ground to suspect a child is in need of protection” (Waterloo Regional
Police Service, 2010, Sec E) during the course of an investigation. The procedure
indicates that the “officer shall fax the Family and Children’s Services Notification Form
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and a copy of the event (or Crown Brief synopsis, if available) to F&CS when there is no
immediate risk to the child” (Waterloo Regional Police Service, 2010, Sec E).
The procedures that structure the reporting by the WRPS-DVU to F&CS has the
CFSA requirement embedded in it. Following the localized procedures of the WRPS in
reporting to F&CS activates the CFSA reporting mandate for professionals. This is an
example of a localized text activating a macro or boss text. It is also an excellent example
of how texts exist across different settings and can be activated by localized practices.
Many individuals do not often consider how texts or documents structure their work life.
For Participant SP-077, their immediate identification is with a localized text (their
procedures) but they may not understand that following procedures activates a trans-local
document such as the CFSA.
According the WRPS Domestic Violence Occurrences procedures, the
Notification Form is faxed along with the other required documentation to F&CS’s
screening team for assessment. If the officer believes that the matter is immediate in
nature, the officer is required to make a report by telephone (Waterloo Regional Police
Service, 2010, Section E). When I interviewed officers from the WRPS, they suggested
that the general practice is to fax the material over to F&CS. None of the officers
interviewed indicated that it was their practice to call the information in, as per the
procedures regarding immediate risk. Here is how one officer described the process:
Faxing stuff over. Basically, it’s a checklist that we’ve learned how to do. F&CS
has always been that way. Even from a patrol officer, the fact that you got
children involved in any incident, we always contact them and this office [DVU]
is no different. (Participant SP-007).
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The officer suggests that referrals to F&CS have become one of the normative parts of
their work. Contacting F&CS is part of a checklist associated with the investigative
process. This adds some insight into the earlier quote that suggested officers perceive
their obligation to report to F&CS as being part of the procedures they must follow when
completing an investigation. While their work is coordinated by the CFSA, their daily
experience is reflected in their adherence to the procedures associated with the
investigative process.
The Notification Form is the first page received at F&CS and provides details
regarding the family and the situation. The WRPS-DVU provided me with a blank copy
of the Notification Form (see Appendix M). There is a section for demographic
information and details about the family at the top of the form.
The bottom section of the form contains information regarding the specific child
protection concerns which contains a section entitled “Grounds to Suspect
Abuse/Neglect”. There are four tick boxes for the officer to complete and each of these
represents a section of the CFSA under 37(2), including (1) one or more of the children
were present at the residence at the time of the alleged offence, (2) one or more of the
children witnessed the alleged offence, (3) one or more of the children is a victim of the
alleged offence, and, (4) the subject is alleged to have threatened to cause harm to the
victim or one or more of the children. These tick boxes correspond to sections of the
CFSA is being enacted through the referral by the WRPS-DVU. There is then an
opportunity for the referring officer to write a brief synopsis outlining the situation.
The use of the Notification Form to identify concerns related to the safety and wellbeing of children exemplifies that challenges of relying upon risk to guide our decision-
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making. The four options are meant to engage F&CS by identifying risk. However, one
of the limitations of these risk forms is that lives of the families that F&CS works with
are much more complex than a tick box provides for. As a result, this process reduces
families to a categorization or a set of risk factors that require a response.
The Notification Form is another document that reveals the relations of ruling
between the WRPS and F&CS. Smith (1999) refers to texts being activated and that the
activation signals relations of ruling. Institutional ethnography reveals the human
involvement in:
the capacity of texts to coordinate actions and get things done in specific ways.
The capacity to rule depends upon carrying messages across sites, coordinating
someone’s action here with someone else’s there for instance. (Campbell &
Gregor, 2008, p. 33)
The identification of a specific section of the CFSA on the Notification Form by the
WRPS-DVU structures the work of F&CS thereby revealing the relations of ruling.
F&CS only become part of the community-based response to DV because of the
Notification Form and through the WRPS-DVU identifying the legislative requirements
for F&CS to be involved. It is this directive nature of the Notification Form that
establishes the power of the WRPS-DVU over F&CS. The extension of the community
response to include F&CS occurs because the WRPS-DVU directs it to be so. This
extends the ability of the WRPS-DVU to surveil individual families through the work of
F&CS, adding another layer to the panopticon nature of the work of the FVP.

The Work of F&CS
Family and Children’s Services of the Waterloo Region has structured their service
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delivery model in a very specific way to respond to DV. As a mandated agency tasked
with responding to allegations of child abuse and neglect, responding to DV is only one
aspect of the work they do. To adequately respond to DV, F&CS developed and
implemented child protection teams that are dedicated to responding to DV. These teams
geographically assigned areas of the Waterloo Region with some of these workers being
located at the FVP, including two staff from the Screening Department.
Extending the community-based response to DV to include F&CS creates a
different focus of service. For the other FVP partner agencies the hooking-in process is
designed to enhance the safety of victims and provide other services as deemed
appropriate; hooking-in other non-CJS FVP partner agencies by the CJS is a method for
sharing the responsibility of risk management across several different settings. However,
a referral to F&CS is child-focused, as opposed to victim-focused. The mandate of F&CS
is to ensure the safety and well-being of children. As such, a referral from WRPS-DVU
to F&CS extends the community safety net beyond solely the victim to include children
as well.
The inclusion of F&CS adds another layer of risk assessment to the overall
assessment of the family by the FVP. Systems of child welfare are focused on the
identification, assessment and mitigation of risk. As such, risk has been embedded in the
legislative context that defines the regulations and responsibilities for the delivery of
child welfare services in many North American jurisdictions (Swift & Callahan, 2009). In
these systems, risk is treated as real, measureable, calculable, and predictable and is used
to justify involvement of child welfare with families (Ferguson, 1997; Swift & Callahan,
2009).
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Screening for Service
The work of F&CS begins with a referral to the agency. All referrals to F&CS are
received and assessed by their Screening Department and can be received by any one of
the screening team at any of the screening offices. As a result, any referral from the
WRPS may be received by any member of any screening team in any of the F&CS
locations. The work of the screeners is to determine if the situation being reported falls
under the child welfare mandate. This is how the response to an initial call was described
by one of the child welfare informants to this project:
What happens at screening is they are taking the information down and they’re
seeing what are the concerns, do they fall primarily under domestic violence, is
it neglect, is it -- whatever the most serious issue that’s presenting at that time is
generally the department that would take care of that. (Participant SP-067)
After the information is recorded, and the details of the concern are noted by the screener,
there is a further process used to determine if the concern warrants child welfare services.
This was called the ‘coding process’ and was described in a couple of different ways:
When something comes in, we have … the Eligibility Spectrum and it’s a book and
it’s what all CAS’s use and it helps us to determine what you would code
information coming in. So, for example a code could be a 33H which has to do with
adult conflict and partner violence. So that’s how they’re coded – whether it’s drugs
or whether it’s domestic violence or whether it’s neglect issues. There are different
codes and different levels within those codes that tell you how severe the rating or
the risk rating may be within that family. So, it’s a standardized tool that all CAS’s
use. (Participant SP-003)
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It is something we call the Eligibility Spectrum. We have a couple of different
codings that things tend to come under. So, we have one where there is,
basically there are a number of number codings in there but there would be risk
of physical harm, would be one of them, so well partner violence is typically
actually how it's worded in the book. [If] that has occurred that would create risk
of physical harm. Partner violence could be physical harm has occurred, partner
violence, risk of emotional harm and sometimes there is even custody conflict
partner violence that would look at custody conflict causing risk of emotional or
physical harm. (Participant SP-067)
This initial coding process determines how F&CS will respond to reports of DV.
The Eligibility Spectrum is a “tool designed to assist Children’s Aid Society staff in
making consistent and accurate decisions about eligibility for service at the time of
referral” (Ontario Association of Children’s Aid Societies, 2006, p. 2). It is meant to aid
in the determination of the legal requirements for “initial and ongoing child welfare
involvement” (Ontario Association of Children’s Aid Societies, 2006, p. 2). As a text, the
Eligibility Spectrum determines if the level of identified risk provided by the referral
source requires child welfare involvement or not. Once it has been determined that the
referral meets the eligibility standards for service, a child protection investigation occurs.

Engaging Families/Assessing Risk
Once the Screening Department has determined that a referral is eligible for service
and requires a child protection response, the referral information is passed on to front-line
child protection staff for investigation. The front-line child protection worker receives all
the information from the Screening Department, including the documents from the
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WRPS-DVU. Their first step is to review all the material including the documentation
provided by WRPS-DVU. At this point, the front-line worker’s assessment of risk begins.
In cases involving DV, one of the first considerations related to risk is how to
engage the family. This involves thinking about the potential risks that exist for the
victim and the children. In cases of DV, attention is paid to the relational dynamics that
might exist. Using the referral information from WRPS-DVU and the information
gathered by the Screening Department, the front-line child protection worker attempts to
prioritize victim and child safety. Specific attention is paid to the level of risk that exists
for the victim. This often guides decision-making as well, as one worker told me:
Okay so what I’ll do first is I need to determine if I phone that house, am I going
to put mom at risk, right? So, then I’m going to arrange, I’m going to phone mom.
I’m not going to leave a voicemail for mom, I’m going to phone and try to connect
with her that way and then arrange to meet with her according to the safety, the
safety level in the home, right.
So, if this is a woman who’s planning on leaving and thinks that it could increase
the risk and danger to her, and that’s the highest point of danger right, is when a
woman’s making plans to leave, so I may say to mom, “You know what, I’m not
going to come to your house. How about we meet at Tim Hortons or how about
we meet in the community elsewhere?” and then we can talk that way (Participant
SP-003).
As the participant is describing her decision-making regarding having contact with
the victim, she is identifying different types of risk factors she must consider. These risk
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factors are as basic as simply calling the home, to leaving a message, to deciding whether
to attend the family home. All this thinking is guided by the perceived level of risk that
has been identified by F&CS.
The assessment of risk by child protection workers covers several different factors
beyond the presence or absence of DV. The initial referral may have identified an
incident of DV, but the work of F&CS involves the identification and assessment of other
risk factors as well. One F&CS front-line worker detailed the different factors that are
considered during the child protection investigation:
So, I’m still screening for sexual abuse of children, I’m screening for drug and
alcohol use by mom and dad. I’m looking at the safety of the home, the physical
safety of the home. I’m seeing at what level the kids are functioning at, if the
children look like they had some delays, then I’m asking what type of services are
in place to support those things. So, although I’m a Family Violence worker I
can’t -- I do not go in with the mindset I’m only looking for family violence,
because we recognize that family violence happens and intersects with issues of
neglect and other -- and possibly drug use and stuff like that as well. (Participant
SP-003)
Including other risk factors as part of their overall assessment deepens the
understanding by F&CS of the functioning of the family. It also allows front-line child
protection staff to develop an understanding of the interconnectedness of the risk factors
that may place the family at risk of repeated incidents of DV.
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The work of F&CS is differentiated from other FVP partner agencies because their
investigation and assessment of risk is conducted in the homes of families. Only the
WRPS and WCSWR Outreach Support Workers routinely attend the homes of families
where DV has occurred. This is one of the benefits of extending the community-based
response to include F&CS; the opportunity to observe and inspect the home at time
removed from the chaos of the initial DV incident. The assessment by F&CS is removed
in time from the actual occurrence of the DV incident and may not capture the crisisoriented nature of the initial situation. However, attending the home provides the F&CS
front-line staff with an opportunity to assess the home environment in person, providing
them with details that might enhance their assessment of risk including damages to the
home, broken doors, unsafe environments for children (Stanley & Humphreys, 2014).
F&CS staff may also be able to assess the functioning and parenting of the victim once
she is removed from the crisis of the DV incident. In this way, extending to include
F&CS provides another layer of surveillance on the family once the crisis is over.
Engagement with Mothers and Children
While the safety and well-being of children are the primary focus of F&CS, their
focus of engagement is primarily with mothers. Systems of child welfare focus their
interventions on mothers and their protective capacities. This focus is the result of an
ideology embedded in child welfare systems regarding the importance of ‘good’
mothering, defined as natural, desired, and the goal for all women (Kline, 1995). This
ideology is so predominant that “motherhood is supposed to subsume a women’s identity
and transcend her social situation” (Roberts, 1999, p. 37). Women are judged harshly
against the constructs of motherhood and the associated dominant ideologies. Mothers
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who deviate from the ideals of motherhood are constructed as bad mothers and subjected
to interventions designed to ensure their parenting is consistent with the dominant
ideology (Kline, 1995; Swift, 1998). Mothers are typically the first point of contact for
child protection workers and are often tasked with providing copious amounts of details
regarding the DV incident. The nature of the interviews often examines a mother’s ability
to keep the children safe when the violence occurs:
So, I’m sitting with mom and I’m talking to mom about what happened and
identifying in the information that she’s providing me, what steps did she take to
keep the kids safe during the incident of violence that took place. (Participant SP003)
During these initial interviews, the assessment of risk by the child protection
workers involves determining if there have been other incidents of DV and understanding
the support networks that exist for the victim. Interventions by child welfare systems
primarily entail the evaluation of women as mothers and their mothering
functions/capacities (Davies & Krane, 2006). Child protection workers are charged with
identifying those mothers who might pose a risk to their children and ‘transforming’ them
into protective parents. To ensure the safety of the child, child welfare professionals are
required to ascertain the ability of the ‘non-offending’ parent to reduce the exposure of
children to future violence (Davies & Krane, 2006; Humphreys, 1999; Magen, 1999;
Scourfield, 2003; Strega et al., 2009).
In addition to the WRPS-DVU, F&CS are the only other FVP partner agency in this
model that conducts interviews with children. This adds another layer to their assessment
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of risk. The mandate of F&CS requires them to interview children for the purposes of
completing their investigations. Interviews with children can provide the F&CS worker
with additional information about the impact of witnessing or being exposed to DV.
These interviews may also reveal additional child protection concerns that need to be
addressed.
Engaging with Fathers
The other work that differentiates F&CS from other FVP partner agencies is their
engagement with the alleged offender. As part of their risk assessment process, F&CS are
required to interview the alleged offender. They are the only non-CJS FVP partner
agency that actively engages men who have used violence in their relationships. The
inclusion of the alleged offender as part of the investigative process differentiates their
risk assessment from other FVP partner agencies. Engagement with the alleged offender
is often focused on building child safety and reducing the risk of recidivism. One child
protection worker from F&CS described engagement with the alleged offender as
follows:
And then also when I’m working with families I’m very mindful that we need to
work with dads as well as moms. Old ways of practice would have been
primarily we were dealing with just the moms, but now what we’re seeing is that
in order to really feel confident that the children are safe in the home, you need
to have both mom and dad on board with that plan about what the impact of
domestic violence is on the kids and what they’re going to do to make sure that
that doesn’t happen. (Participant SP-003)
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The F&CS front-line workers I spoke with indicated that it is best practice to
involve the father during the investigative process. However, if there are concerns
regarding safety or if they believe that the dad is at high risk to re-offend, they will often
work with him separately to create an individualized safety plan. Fixation on the risk
rating of the individual father appears to inform the child welfare social workers’
approach. As Daniel and Taylor (1999) note, “child welfare does not appear to
purposefully engage with men in general, and fathers in particular, either as risks or
assets” (p. 210). The label ‘risky’ when applied to men who use violence appears to
suggest as well that they lack redemptive qualities (Walker, 2010). This narrow
construction of men as perpetrators, offenders, or as irrelevant obscures men’s multiple
identities (Featherstone & Peckover, 2007) and reduces the potential for them to have a
role in child welfare intervention. Using a family-centred approach structures the work of
F&CS. Their assessment of the risk posed by the father structures their engagement with
him. However, the overarching goal is risk reduction. This is how one worker explained
the safety planning process with the father:
So, we’re creating a safety plan with dad too because we recognize we’ve got to
keep dad safe too, and we’ve got to keep him in a place that we’re moving
forward with him addressing what those concerns are. And he needs to be given
the message that he’s just as important in these children’s lives as mom is and
he’s not just the bad guy because he has been charged with something.
(Participant SP-003).
It is interesting how the F&CS worker describes the potential risks related to the father.
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To engage the father, they do not speak about the ‘risk he poses’ rather they talk about
building safety and keeping him safe too. The worker also validates the importance of the
father in the lives of the children and a reluctance to demonize him despite his use of
violence. This finding stands in contrast to the other scholarship and research that suggest
child welfare authorities construct abusive men as violent and dangerous and to describe
them in negative terms such as the ‘bad father’ or ‘ghosts’ in the lives of their children
(Brown et al., 2009; Featherstone, 2003; Scourfield, 2003; Strega, 2006; Walker, 2010).

Documenting Risk
The documentation of risk occurs throughout the investigative process. Emphasis
on the detection and management of risk by child welfare authorities has led to increased
reliance on risk assessment tools to standardize practice and improve public
accountability of child welfare agencies (Anglin, 2002; Krane & Davies, 2000; Parton,
Thorpe & Wattam, 1997). These mandatory risk assessment tools structure the risk
thinking and work processes associated with a child protection investigation (Swift &
Callahan, 2009). Risk assessment tools were designed to guide workers in the
identification of vulnerable or abused children, improve consistency of service delivery,
and assist in the prioritization of cases and the development of case plans for individual
families (English & Pecora, 1994). F&CS uses government-mandated risk assessment
tools to document their work and their assessment of risk. These are referred to as
‘safeties’ and recordings by F&CS staff. Specifically, these are Safety Assessments and
formal Risk Assessment recordings and are part of the Ontario Risk Assessment Model
(ORAM).

204
During my interview with a child protection worker, I learned that investigations
involving DV can also involve the use of the DVDRC risk factor form as a tool for
engagement and/or to educate victims of DV:
And so we go through that checklist with women sometimes and that one [the
DVDRC risk factor form] I find particular helpful when you’re working with a
woman who appears to really be minimizing the behaviour, the abusive behaviour
towards her by the partner. It’s not because they’re deliberately trying to deceive
us. I think a lot of people don’t understand that there are other red flags that go
along with domestic violence that they may not be aware of.
So, you know cruelty to animals, for example, that’s in our checklist and some
women would be, “Well why are you asking me that?” Well then when you show
them this domestic violence checklist and you explain to them that women who
have passed away because of partner violence had a lot of these commonalities
and you know what, “We’ve gone through them and you have 25 of the 30”, or
whatever it is, “and that’s why I’m really worried about what’s going on in your
family” (Participant SP-003)
Finding out that F&CS was using the DVDRC risk factor form is another unique
finding. The work of F&CS already relies heavily on their own mandatory risk
assessment tools throughout the investigative process. The ORAM includes DV as one of
the risk factors that must be considered when it is completed. It is difficult to understand
how the use of the DVDRC risk factor form enhances the assessment of risk by the child
protection worker, beyond what is included in the ORAM. One way of thinking about
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this is to consider the importance of knowledge and expertise in responding to DV. Child
protection workers may not necessarily have in-depth knowledge about DV and the use
of the DVDRC risk factor form may be one way to enhance their working knowledge of
the issue.
Another way to think about the inclusion of the DVDRC risk factor form is that its
use allows the F&CS child protection worker to mirror the risk assessments done by other
FVP CJS partner agencies. The use of the DVDRC form generates common knowledge
and common language regarding specific DV situations (Stanley & Humphreys, 2014).
Moreover, the inclusion of the use of the DVDRC form suggests a similar pattern of
behaviour that I described with WCSWR. Inclusion in the FVP community-based
response to DV is driven by the CJS, specifically the WRPS. To be an active member of
this response, some staff from F&CS may find it beneficial to use tools created from
within the CJS and to deliver service in a manner that replicates the CJS model of service
delivery, with a focus on risk assessment and lethality. This increased focus on risk
results in a response to DV that is more consistent with the CJS mandate.
The child welfare decision-making process is structured by risk and through using
risk assessment tools to identify risk factors that must be addressed (Stanley, 2007). Once
the initial safety assessment is complete, the child protection worker must determine
whether F&CS will remain involved with the family. For F&CS staff, the completion of
the ORAM risk assessment document is central to the decision-making process regarding
the status of the file. The completion of the investigative process and the risk assessment
results in a decision to close the file or to remain involved with the family. A family that
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is assessed as low risk will have their file closed. A family with a higher risk rating will
have continued involvement with F&CS.
Continued involvement with child welfare authorities involves ongoing
surveillance of the family by F&CS and other community-based service providers.
Families involved with child welfare systems are subject to the normalizing gaze of the
state and have “become the first line of discipline and surveillance by a state apparatus
that, in modernity, consists of powers diffused among social services, psychologists,
psychiatrists and social welfare agencies” (Brown & Bloom, 2009, p. 158). The
omnipresent threat of the loss of parental rights and removal of children from familial
homes has “emerged as salient modes of state control” (Brown & Bloom, 2009, p. 162) in
the lives of marginalized families.
Remaining involved with families requires F&CS to create service plans with
families. These plans are designed to mitigate the identified risk factors and reduce the
overall risk rating assigned to the family. These service plans set out the role of the
F&CS worker but also identify other community service providers that the family will be
expected to engage with, thus expanding the surveillance network beyond F&CS and the
FVP. In this way, the service plans act as surveillance technologies designed to maintain
the gaze of the child welfare agency on the family. Here is how one child welfare child
protection worker described extending the surveillance network via the service plan:
So, you know we’re going to recommend Carizon, we’re going to recommend
KW Counselling, we’re going to recommend the John Howard Society, the PAR
Program when males are perpetrators of the violence, and then there’s the female
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PAR Program, because we also work with women who are the ones that have
perpetrated the violence as well. So, it’s tangible steps that they can take.
(Participant SP-003)
Requiring the family to engage in services provides an opportunity to address the
risk factors that were identified during the investigative process. It also provides F&CS
with an opportunity to obtain information from the service providers about the progress
of the family. This increased level of surveillance provides the F&CS child protection
worker with additional information about the family that can then be incorporated into
the ongoing risk assessment process. Involvement with F&CS and surveillance of the
family continues until such a time as the agency assesses the risk using ORAM to be
below the threshold that requires their involvement. Like the textual nature of the
activation of a file, the decision to close a file is also textually-structured through the
reduction of risk factors in the risk assessment document.
The involvement of F&CS adds another important agency to the FVP communitybased response to DV. F&CS is the only FVP agency that is focused on the safety and
well-being of children. The addition of their service to this model provides another layer
of assessment of situations where DV has occurred. The work of F&CS relies heavily on
the identification, assessment and mitigation of risk. This risk work is textually mediated
through texts and documents that are designed to structure the thinking and decisionmaking processes of child protection workers. The institutional setting of child welfare
service providers responding to DV is focused on risk and the mother’s ability to protect
the children, while often failing to consider the importance of fathers in creating safety
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(Brown et al., 2009; Edleson, 1998; Milner, 2004; O’Hagan, 1997; Strega, 2006). As part
of the FVP response to DV, the work of F&CS extends the web of surveillance over
families through the creation of service plans that engage additional community
resources.
As a non-CJS partner, F&CS becomes part of the community-based response to
DV in a unique way. The referral from the WRPS-DVU to F&CS is the enactment of
power relations by the WRPS-DVU over F&CS. While the initial referral may be
completed due to legislative and procedural requirements, it is also the reinforcement of
power dynamics by the WRPS-DVU. The Notification Form establishes the need for the
involvement of F&CS as determined by the WRPS-DVU. In this manner, the work of
F&CS occurs only because the WRPS-DVU requiring it. As a result, the work of F&CS
extends from the WRPS-DVU and the need to create surveillance on the family and
ensure the safety and well-being of all members of the family.
F&CS is a non-CJS service provider that works within a mandate that requires
professionals to report to them. In the FVP model, the reporting process that occurs
involving the WRPS-DVU is the enactment of the mandatory reporting requirement, but
it also reveals the presence of relations of ruling between these two agencies. Through the
referral process, F&CS becomes an extension of the CJS, casting the web of surveillance
beyond the CJS partners to include community partners. In much the same way that
WCSWR is made part of the CJS model response, F&CS are placed in a similar situation
whereby their work is textually-mediated through their relationship with the WRPSDVU.
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The Importance of the Non-CJS Partner Layer
The final layer of the FVP community-based DV response involves the inclusion
of two non-CJS FVP partner agencies. This layer represents the integration of the two
distinct systems; the CJS and non CJS for the purposes of responding to DV. This layer is
the final piece of a model that is designed to improve service delivery across the
continuum. Both agencies become part of the community-based model through their
interaction with the WRPS-DVU. The sharing of texts by the WRPS-DVU extends the
community response beyond CJS partners.
The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the WRPS and WCSWR
was created to improve the overall response to DV and to ensure that victims of DV
receive support from the experts in the field. The MOU provides for the sharing of
information between these two agencies and results in the work of WCSWR being
structured through the risk documents from the WRPS. As part of the surveillance of
families, the MOU puts checks in place that require WCSWR to report back to the
WRPS-DVU to continually monitor both the victim and alleged offender. In so doing, the
MOU extends the WRPS-DVU’s ability to obtain ongoing information regarding the
victim and alleged offender from a non-CJS partner.
A similar process is in place because of the inclusion of Family and Children’s
Services of the Waterloo Region (F&CS). WRPS-DVU are required to report child
protection concerns to F&CS. Through the text that comprise the reporting process, the
WRPS-DVU shapes and structures the child welfare response to DV. The use of the
Notification Form extends the service delivery model to include the only FVP partner
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that is focused on the safety and well-being of children. Along with the WRPS-DVU,
F&CS is the only FVP partner agency that actively engages the alleged offender as part
of their work. Up until the involvement of F&CS, the alleged offender has been invisible.
Other FVP partner agencies engaged in work processes designed to surveil the alleged
offender, but F&CS are required to engage with him to complete their assessment.
The work of the non-CJS partners extends the ability of the FVP to respond to DV
and extends the web of surveillance beyond the CJS to include these community service
providers. The CJS relies upon both WCSWR and F&CS for different reasons. WCSWR
is tasked with engaging victims and ensuring their safety. The work of WCSWR also
serves as a feedback mechanism to the WRPS-DVU via reporting requirements for high
risk cases. The work of F&CS commences because of textually-mediated processes that
have relations of ruling embedded in them. For WCSWR and F&CS, being part of the
FVP community-based response to DV, means engaging in work practices that parallel
those found in the CJS. While potentially beneficial to ensuring the safety and well-being
of victims and children, it requires these agencies to subsume their initial mandates and to
take direction, through the textual landscape of the CJS, from the core CJS partners.
In the next chapter of my dissertation, I draw upon my research to develop
conclusions about the FVP model of service delivery. I discuss the implications related to
the over-reliance of risk, the increased surveillance of families where DV has occurred
and collaboration as a service delivery model. The work at the FVP is reliant upon the
risk discourse to guide thinking and decision-making which has implications for social
work practice. In the shadows of the Coroner’s Inquests, the FVP represented a shift in
the approach to addressing DV, but my findings indicate that the collaborative nature of
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this model has come to resemble a surveillant assemblage (Haggerty & Ericson, 2000)
designed to enhance surveillance for the purposes of improving safety. Finally, the FVP
represents a co-located model of service delivery where agencies with distinct mandates
work side-by-side. However, there are implications for social work practice related to
these models that must be considered.
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Chapter Eight: Beyond the Family Violence Project
My research reminded me of how embedded risk thinking is in the field of social
work and in responding to domestic violence. I had not set out to specifically
research risk, I merely wanted to understand how the FVP works and how
collaboration happens between a multitude of agencies. I understood that risk
thinking is part of the work that occurs in social services and I was expecting that
my conversations and interviews with participants might involve risk. What was
interesting was how nearly every participant identified the risk, risk thinking or
risk assessment tools as being central to their work. The work of the FVP requires
front-line workers to constantly be attentive to risk and in so doing there is a risk
of losing sight of the family, the client or the nature of the relationships between
family members. The need for safety has turned into the pursuit of risk.
My research also showed how intrusive the FVP partner agencies are in the lives
of families. This reminded me of my professional experiences and level of
intrusion that I often acted with. I worked in a silo-based model and I suspect the
intrusion was less of an inconvenience, despite still being deeply problematic for
families. I cannot imagine the experiences of families who encounter the FVP and
what it is like to be engaged by so many service providers. The need for
information has led to the actualization of webs of surveillance. Families today
are placed under greater amounts of surveillance than ever before and a colocated model creates working conditions that make surveillance easier than ever
before.
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Introduction
I set out to explore the Family Violence Project (FVP) and understand how work
occurs amongst the 12 partner agencies. Institutional Ethnography (IE) as a method of
inquiry provided me with a specific way to think about work processes as textuallymediated (Smith, 1999, 2005, 2006). Using IE, texts or documents are central to
understanding social relations in our society and revealing how texts structure the daily
work experiences of those working at the FVP. Through this exploration we might learn
more about the nature of work processes that are present. IE afforded me the opportunity
to focus on texts or documents that might not necessarily be present or evident daily, but
influenced or structured the work of FVP partner agencies.
Using IE, I focused on identifying work processes that revealed relations of ruling
(Smith, 1999). These are relationships that are based in power dynamics and result in the
structuring of work processes by one agency over another. Identifying and understanding
relations of ruling that exist at the FVP is important given that there are 12 different
agencies present. Each agency retains its own mandate yet must work collaboratively
with others. I found that relations of ruling are embedded in the work processes
associated with the identification and assessment of risk and the creation of risk
documents. Most notably, that the Criminal Justice System (CJS), via the Waterloo
Regional Police Service – Domestic Violence Unit (WRPS-DVU), is at the core of
creating these documents and structuring the work of other FVP partner agencies.
The work processes at the FVP create a distinct DV response model of service
that starts with the core CJS processes. The sharing of two risk documents; the Guilty
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Plea Synopsis and the Domestic Violence Risk Management Form (DVRM) with other
FVP partner agencies creates layers of response that activate other CJS support services
(Victim Witness Assistance Program (VWAP) and Waterloo Region Police Service –
Victim Services Unit (WRPS-VSU)) and extends the community-based response to
include non-CJS partners including Women’s Crisis Services of the Waterloo Region
(WCSWR) and Family and Children’s Services of the Waterloo Region (F&CS).
This chapter provides a summary of the findings of my research and the model of
the FVP community-based response to DV. I discuss the implications of my research,
categorizing them into three sections; the terrain of the state, the use of surveillance, and
the reality of risk. Along with the implications, I provide recommendations for social
work policy and practice. I conclude this chapter outlining future areas of research that
arise from this project.

Summary of Findings
Getting Hooked-In to the Community Based Response to Domestic Violence
The community-based response to DV that occurs at the FVP begins with the core
layer of CJS agencies (Chapter Five: Hooking-In). This involves the strong presence of
the WRPS-DVU who occupy the most floor space at the FVP and are involved in many
of the activities associated with the community-based response to DV. The WRPS-DVU
are mandated to respond to DV in the Waterloo Region, making their work and work
processes critical to the community-based response. My research revealed that the
creating and sharing of the Guilty Plea Synopsis and the DVRM by the WRPS-DVU
structures the work of other FVP partner agencies. The sharing of these risk texts
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establishes relations of ruling (Smith, 1999; 2005) between the WRPS-DVU and other
FVP partner agencies to create a more comprehensive response to DV. It is the work of
the core CJS partners that begins the hooking-in process of engaging other FVP partner
agencies as part of the community-based response to DV. It is also the work of the core
CJS partners that commences a process of surveillance of families where DV has
occurred. This web of surveillance is further activated through other CJS support partners
and extended to include non-CJS FVP partner agencies as well.
Activating CJS Support Services
Once the work of the WRPS-DVU has resulted in criminal charges, a second
layer of CJS support services are activated (Chapter Six: Activating). These services
include the Victim Witness Assistance Program (VWAP) and the Waterloo Regional
Police Service-Victim Services Unit (WRPS-VSU). The activation of VWAP and
WRPS-VSU occur through textually-mediated processes of sharing the Guilty Plea
Synopsis and the DVRM. Both agencies engage with victims of DV for the purposes of
providing support services and referrals to other agencies. The work of these agencies is
structured through the receipt, decoding, and recoding of the risk assessment information
that is in the risk texts from the WRPS-DVU. Because of the relations of ruling and the
reliance on the risk texts, VWAP and the WRPS-VSU are activated as CJS surveillance
agencies that are designed to provide information to the core CJS partners throughout the
CJS proceedings.
Extending the response
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The community-based response to DV that occurs at the FVP is primarily an
effort through the CJS partner agencies. To extend the comprehensive nature of this
response model beyond the CJS, the WRPS-DVU has textually-based practices that are
designed to involve non-CJS partners (Chapter Seven: Extending). Through a
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), the WRPS-DVU have a textually-mediated
method for sharing information with Women’s Crisis Services of the Waterloo Region
(WCSWR). The MOU is a temporary text that structures the work of WCSWR, through
the referral process and the provision of risk documents. Further, the MOU establishes
the reporting relationship between the WRPS-DVU and WCSWR, primarily dictating
when WCSWR must report to WRPS-DVU. While extending the FVP response to
include an agency with specialization in working with victims, the MOU also extends the
web of surveillance by the core CJS agencies on victims of DV.
The other non-CJS partner agency is Family and Children’s Services of the
Waterloo Region (F&CS). Referrals from the WRPS-DVU to F&CS extends the
community-based response to DV to include a focus on the safety and well-being of
children. Using a formal Notification Form and sharing of the DVRM, the WRPS-DVU
identifies child protection concerns and structures the risk-thinking of child protection
workers at F&CS. The work of F&CS provides an additional intervention focus on
children. It also extends surveillance of families by the CJS into the familial homes
through the regular visits to the home environment. F&CS are one of the few agencies
that visit the home and this information can provide details regarding the ongoing
functioning of the family. The work of F&CS also further extends the web of surveillance
by developing Service Plans with families. Service Plans are documents that link or direct
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families to additional non-FVP agencies for the provision of service, but also act as an
extension of the web of surveillance that comprises the FVP community-based response
to DV.

Implications
The Terrain of the State6
To understand the work of the FVP and the implications of this model of service
delivery, it is important to appreciate how the landscape of responding to DV has shifted
over time and expanded to include a continuum of service providers. The emergence of
DV as a social issue is the result of the work and advocacy done by grassroots feminists,
and shelter workers (Bumiller, 2008; Daniels, 1997; Kohn, 2008; Miccio, 2005). The
work of these organizations and activists included advocating for an improved response
by the CJS to DV. As DV became increasingly part of the work of the CJS, grassroots
organizations found themselves working either in tandem with the system or relying upon
the system to enhance the safety of women and children (Bumiller, 2008; Sparks, 1997).
As Bumiller (2008) notes:
The states interest in controlling violence is powerfully driven by social control
priorities…intimate partner violence is “of interest” because it unsettles families,
harms children and creates a public health crisis” (p. 12).
In addition to the work of the shelter movement and advocates, the data revealed
the shift towards neoliberalism has resulted in an expanded role of the state as a manager

6

Bumiller (2008)
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of the personal lives of individuals (Garland, 1997). In keeping with a governmentality
perspective, the state became more involved with families in an effort to curb and control
violence in society. This expansion of involvement by the CJS to DV led to a growing
presence of the state within feminist organizations (Bumiller, 2008; Miccio, 2005) and
resulted in these grassroot organizations being privy to reliable and stable funding
(Miccio, 2005). It also meant ongoing interaction with state or government officials.
Shelters became increasingly funded by government departments which led to increased
presence of government officials in the shelter (Bumiller, 2008).
The state has taken on an increased role in responding to DV, beginning with an
increased acknowledgement and improved response by the CJS. One of the first
examples of the increased role of the state was the introduction and use of mandatory
arrest policies (Kohn, 2008, Miccio, 2005; Sparks, 1997). The institution of mandatory
arrest policies in cases of DV, was seen as a step towards holding offenders accountable,
women’s empowerment and equality (Miccio, 2005; Sparks, 1997). Feminists and
grassroots organizations understood that the introduction of mandatory policies was not
the panacea designed to end DV, rather it was an acknowledgement that increased social
supports and CJS services were needed to address the complex needs of women who
experience DV (Miccio, 2005). Mandatory arrest policies were also perceived to be a
way to empower women who experience violence over time. The hope was that women
who were victims of DV would come to perceive the police as an ally and call for
assistance, if needed, in the future (Sparks, 1997). Over time, the CJS response to DV has
incorporated other practices and policies specific to the issue. These include specialized
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DV courts, specialized policing response teams and specialized prosecutors (Ursel,
Leslie, leMaistre, 2008).
In Ontario, much of the ground work for changes to the CJS response to DV
occurred through advocacy by the shelter movement and more formally through the
Coroner’s inquests processes and associated working groups as noted in Chapter Two.
The recommendations from the Coroner’s inquests set out a series of priorities and
practice considerations for police, social services and other governmental organizations
to follow in order to improve the response to DV. It is apparent through the
implementation of mandatory charging, the development and implementation of LE-024,
the creation of dedicated DV courts, high-risk teams and dedicated DV police units that
the state’s role in responding to DV is possibly at the highest it has ever been. While
there continues to be a strong role for community-service providers in responding to DV,
now, more than ever before, DV is the terrain of the state (Bumiller, 2008).
The presence of the CJS in response to DV is seen within the partnership structure
at the FVP. The structure of the FVP mirrors the increased response by the state to DV
with an emphasis on the work of CJS. Four of the FVP partner agencies fall under the
CJS mandate, including the WRPS, the Crown Attorney, VWAP, and WRPS-VSU.
Collectively they represent one-third of the partners at the FVP. It is this increased
presence of the CJS, representing the state apparatus within the FVP that structures much
of the work at the FVP and represents a clear embedding of the CJS as part of the
community-response. But, as my research revealed, the presence of the CJS partners at
the FVP embeds relations of ruling or relations based on power in the functioning of the
FVP. For example, in my study the presence of the MOU between the WRPS and
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WCSWR is an excellent example of a move toward enhanced integration between the
CJS and the shelters. Through the MOU, the work of WCSWR becomes an extension of
the WRPS, providing support to victims of DV. While the CJS may have expanded its
reach through community-based FVP partners, front-line staff at WCSWR retain their
grassroots ideology and advocacy practices despite the direction associated with the
MOU. Participants in my research from WCSWR talked about ways that they subvert this
integration through engagement of the victim and prioritizing her safety over following
the MOU.
Work at the FVP is the terrain of the state including a large state-influenced
“professional apparatus” that is the community-based response to DV (Bumiller, 2008, p.
12). As my research demonstrated, the CJS, in particular, the WRPS-DVU plays a
substantive role in structuring the work of other FVP partner agencies. This is done
through the creation and sharing of the Guilty Plea Synopsis and the DVRM. My
research revealed that the FVP is a site of relations of ruling where the WRPS-DVU
enacts the power of the state to structure the work of other FVP partner agencies.
Relations of ruling are the textual forms “in which power is generated and held in
contemporary societies” (Smith, 1999, p. 79). When considering the work that occurs at
the FVP in response to DV, focusing on the Guilty Plea Synopsis and the DVRM
demonstrated how the WRPS-DVU is central to structuring the work of other partner
agencies. The provision of texts to other FVP partners is the enactment of power by the
WRPS-DVU and represents the increased influence of the state within other non-CJS
organizations (Bumiller, 2008).
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Negotiating the terrain of the state
Listening to non-CJS partners discuss their work within the FVP was an
interesting process. As I asked non-CJS participants about their work, they routinely
referred to their relationship with CJS FVP partners and how their work is linked to the
work of the CJS. Given the prominence of the CJS in the community-based response, it is
important to think about how the non-CJS agencies negotiate the terrain of the state and
their working relationships with CJS partner agencies. For these non-CJS agencies—
F&CS and WCSWR—their work in responding to DV is the result of different mandates.
F&CS is legislatively required to respond to DV and child welfare work has increasingly
come to be seen as part of the state apparatus (Brown & Bloom, 2009). Being
legislatively mandated and embodying state authority affords F&CS power over families.
This power and authority of F&CS suggests that their work is more closely aligned with
practices that resemble the ‘policing’ of families (Brown & Bloom, 2009). The practice
of policing families is akin to the work of other CJS partners and may buffer their
experience of F&CS workers within the terrain of the state.
In contrast, WCSWR is the only FVP partner agency with the sole mandate of
responding to DV. They represent the feminist, grassroots, advocacy identified as being
critical in engaging the state in responding to DV (Bumiller, 2008). As a FVP partner
agency, they work closely with other partners from the CJS and depend upon the WRPSDVU to complete referrals as per the MOU. As a result, WCSWR find themselves
working in close proximity to the CJS. The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
between WRPS and WCSWR provides a direct support service mechanism for the
WRPS-DVU. My research revealed that working within the terrain of the state has
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shaped the practice and work experiences of WCSWR front-line staff. The MOU
represents a shift in WCSWR from a non-CJS agency to a formal partner working within
the terrain of the state.
The purpose of the MOU is to enshrine practice standards into the work that
occurs between WRPS and WCSWR. It requires both organizations to follow a set of
protocols as they respond to DV. The WRPS-DVU is required to share information with
the victim and, upon consent, forward their contact information to WCSWR. This is a
streamlining process for victims for accessing service from experts in DV. In response,
WCSWR is the recipient of additional referrals that they might not necessarily obtain in
the absence of the MOU. WCSWR is provided information that enables them to support
more victims as a result of the work of the WRPS-DVU.
Another potential explanation of the relationship between WCSWR and WRPSDVU is that the MOU signals the importance of empowering and supporting women who
have experienced DV. Historically, the lack of a coherent police response to DV was
defined as problematic and dangerous for victims of DV (Sparks, 1997). Women who
were victims of DV were often at the discretion of the responding police officer as to
whether or not charges would be laid. The implementation of mandatory arrest laws,
while controversial, removed some of the uncertainty regarding the police response to
DV (Sparks, 1997). It is also possible that the MOU between the WRPS and WCSWR
can be seen as an important step towards ensuring state accountability in responding to
DV and building bridges between the shelter movement and the police.
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The relationship between WRPS and WCSWR that is established through the use
of the MOU may provide solace to victims regarding their experience of the police.
Where the historical response to DV by police has been criticized as being inconsistent or
gendered towards men, the MOU requires the WRPS-DVU to discuss the services of
WCSWR with the victim in an effort to provide service. This step of engagement by the
officer has the ability to potentially signal to the victim a difference in the police response
from an oppressive stance to an empowering and supportive position regarding DV.
Recommendations regarding the terrain of the state:
Given the intersection between government/state authorities and community-based
service providers, the following recommendations may improve the understanding of
these relationships:
1. It is recommended that the Family Violence Project and other DV multi-service
agencies examine the relationship between the CJS and non-CJS system partners
with an emphasis on understanding how power structures these relationships.
2. It is recommended that non-CJS community-based DV service providers examine
their roles within multi-agency settings. Specifically, women’s shelters and
feminist counselling agencies should consider their role within these multi-service
agencies and the impact on service delivery to victims of DV.
3. It is recommended that DV shelter service providers examine their formalized
relationships with police agencies in an effort to ensure adherence to feminist
principles.
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4. It is recommended that Ontario Association of Interval and Transition Houses
(OAITH) survey its membership to better understand the working relationship
between DV shelters and police services.

The Practice of Surveillance
When I commenced this project, I believed that one of the most important aspects
to focus on was the collaborative moments that happened between agencies in providing
service to women who had experienced DV. During my interviews with participants, they
talked about their interactions with members from other partner agencies. Some of them
talked about collaborative moments, like case conferences or consultations; but more
often they talked about the receiving of information through the sharing of texts.
Collaboration did not emerge as a major finding in my research, rather I found what I
refer to as ‘collaborative moments’ that occur through the sharing of texts, starting with
the WRPS-DVU. The sharing of these texts creates a web of surveillance which is
designed to gather information about the individuals or family and strategically provide
the information back to the CJS at certain times.
My research found that the information gathering process associated with the
practice of surveillance occurs primarily with the female victim. There are many points
during the provision of service to victims of DV when partner agencies ask women
questions about their partner or the alleged offender. These are social monitoring
questions that are part of the material relations of surveillance (Walby, 2005). These
material relations of surveillance are “human relations mediated by texts that coordinate
social monitoring practices and enhance, transform and govern surveillance subjects”
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(Walby, 2005, p. 161). At the FVP, the importance of collaboration between partner
agencies has resulted in processes that involve surveillance practices.
A more modern perspective on the surveillance practices is that the FVP
represents a modern surveillant assemblage (Haggerty & Erickson, 2003). The surveillant
assemblage is premised on the idea that bringing systems together allows for the
combination of practices and/or technologies for the purposes of integrating them into a
whole. These combinations provide an exponential increase in the degree of surveillance
capacity. The current trend toward the institutionalization of multi-agency approaches is
an example of the surveillant assemblage (Haggerty & Ericson, 2000, p. 611). The
modern surveillant assemblage is described as:
The coming together (face-to-face or through electronic mediation) of social
workers, health professionals, police and educators to contemplate the status of an
‘at risk’ individual combines the cumulative knowledge derived from the risk
profiling surveillance systems particular to each of these institutions. (Haggerty &
Ericson, 2000, p. 611)
The work that occurs at that FVP brings together several professionals for the purpose of
identifying, assessing and mitigating risk (Garland, 1997; Sanders & Langan, 2018). The
sharing of the Guilty Plea Synopsis and the DVRM create a web of surveillance on the
families that have experienced DV for the purposes of increasing the safety of the victim
and children.
Surveillance practices are driven by “the desire to bring systems together to
combine practices and technologies and integrate them into a large whole” (Parton, 2006,
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p. 173). The development and maintenance of surveillance systems requires the
interaction and collaboration of different institutional systems. The goal of these
surveillance systems is to transcend traditional institutional boundaries and to find ways
to engage various institutional systems in ways that were not necessarily anticipated
(Parton, 2006). These new systems of surveillance bring together various professionals to
monitor and intervene with individuals who are identified as being ‘at risk’ and build a
knowledge base that can be used to maintain surveillance on them in order to enhance the
systemic response to DV (Parton, 2006).
The increased reliance upon the assessment and management of risk is part of a
culture of surveillance that has emerged in our society (Parton, 2006). Surveillance has
become one of the key institutional components within modern society (Parton, 2006, p.
173) and central to the work that is completed in the social service field. We live in a
society that is more complex than ever before requiring greater control and new methods
of intervention (Parton, 2006). The types of problems and issues that are being addressed
by social work has expanded with greater complexity. As social workers continue to be
employed within multi-agency settings, it is important to consider the impact on the
practice of social work of being part of these surveillance-oriented settings (Garland,
1997; Sanders & Langan, 2018).
Surveillance has become an explicit part of the practice changes that have
occurred by CJS partners and social work practitioners regarding dangerous adults
(Parton, 2006). The surveillance system that has been created at the FVP tracks the
alleged offender once they encounter the WRPS-DVU. The challenge for the FVP is that
the focus of service delivery is on women and children and the male offender has little

227
contact with the FVP once they have been processed by the WRPS-DVU. In order to
continue to gather information about the offender, FVP partner agencies focus on
learning about him through their engagement with the victim. The surveillance of
families by FVP partner agencies serves to increase the safety of the victim and while
maintaining the gaze of the state on the alleged offender to continually monitor their risk
of re-offending. The surveillance of these families occurs as part of the work processes of
the FVP partner agencies. Information is gathered about the victim and alleged offender
during the course of work processes including interviews, filling out forms and creating
court documents. These work processes are all connected to the Guilty Plea Synopsis and
the DVRM and are designed to loop the information back to the CJS (police or Crown
Attorney). As long as the FVP partner agency is working with the family, there is the
potential to continually flow information back to the CJS regarding the victim and
alleged offender. These feedback loops or the sharing of information maintains the gaze
of the CJS on the family. As such it provides an opportunity for the CJS to continually
monitor the risk of recidivism and to potentially intervene in advance of another incident
of DV.
Given the structure and configuration of the service delivery model at the FVP,
the alleged offender is often serviced by agencies that are not part of the FVP partnership.
As such the flow of information may not be as regular back to the CJS partners. As a
result, the main focus for the gathering of information for the purposes of surveillance is
the work that is completed with the victim. This places an additional burden on her to not
only ensure her own safety, but to provide information regarding the alleged offender as
well. The specific focus on the provision of service to victims of DV has resulted in a
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web of surveillance that relies upon the victim for information about her own safety and
the behaviour of the alleged offender. This reliance on the victim may also result in less
than optimum information regarding the alleged offender and to truly maintain the gaze
on him would be to expand the FVP to include partners who are routinely in contact with
him once he is charged, before the criminal courts and released on bail.
Recommendations regarding the practice of surveillance:
Given the presence of surveillance practices, there are recommendations that may
improve the delivery of service to families experiencing domestic violence:

1. It is recommended that the FVP and other multi-service agencies examine the
protocols related to the sharing of information and the impact on service users. In
particular these reviews should consider the gaining of consent between the
agencies and the importance of establishing informed consent of the service users.

2. It is recommended that the FVP and other multi-service agencies should examine
and review practice and protocols related to engagement with victims. This
review should examine the extent to which each agency is required to be involved
with victims, timelines, and the purpose of the involvement with victims. This
review should examine ways to streamline the services offered to victims in the
48 hours immediately following a DV incident.
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3. It is recommended that future research examine the experiences of families
experiencing DV receiving service from co-located, multi-service agencies.

The Reality of Risk
The landscape of work for those responding to DV has changed dramatically
since the Coroner’s inquests that occurred between 1998-2004. These events marked a
change in the thinking about DV from ideas about danger to ideas focused on risk (Beck,
1992; Office of the Chief Coroner, 1998, 2003). Prior to these events, those who
perpetrated DV were considered dangerous, violent, and to be dealt with by the courts.
Domestic violence was perceived to be a private family problem where the response was
focused on the alleged offender and victim. The inquests raised public awareness about
this issue and took it from a private issue to one that was considered important within the
public sphere. They also shifted the focus of these events from the dangerousness
associated with an individual to the risk they posed. DV incidents went from being
identified as dangerous situations to risk-related situations. This shift, from dangerthinking to risk-focused work, changed the response to DV and the work of social service
agencies (Swift & Callahan, 2009). Domestic violence became a more notable social
issue that required governments and social service agencies to develop a more cohesive
and consistent response. The risk discourse and the identification and mitigation of risk
factors became a central method for responding to DV. As a result, organizations reconfigured their work to incorporate risk thinking and risk tools designed to more
accurately respond and assess situations of DV. In this manner, the institutional work of
responding to DV shifted from emphasis on building safety to a pre-occupation with
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identifying and assessing risk. The work that occurs at the FVP occurs within a setting
that maintains a focus on risk and where the daily reality of front-line staff involves
working in the risk society.
My research revealed that each FVP partner agency relies on their own agencyspecific risk assessment tools. These risk tools often result in information that is gathered
within a specific timeframe or context in relation to the DV occurrence. For example, the
WRPS-DVU risk tool, the DVRM, is completed in proximity to the incident in time and
includes an assessment of the environment where the incident took place. Similarly,
F&CS conducts their investigation in the home environment, but their investigation is
often removed in time from the actual incident. In contrast, WCSWR, complete their risk
tool, only with the victim and typically away from the timing of the incident. Several
agencies also use the risk factor form developed by the Domestic Violence Death Review
Committee (DVDRC). The DVDRC risk factor form was identified as primarily being
used as an engagement tool with victims by FVP partner agencies as opposed to an
actuarial tool that prescribes a definitive risk level to the family. This could potentially
result in emphasis being placed on different risk factors, depending on the FVP partner
agency engaging with the victim.
There are many challenges associated with the use of numerous risk assessment
tools at the FVP. The use of multiple risk assessment tools may lead to conflicting
information about the perceived level of risk associated with the family (Stanley &
Humphreys, 2014). Some FVP partner agencies only engage with the victim which then
results in a very specific victim-focused risk rating. Others, such as F&CS take into
consideration both parents and children, providing another risk perspective. These
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different assessments may lead to different perspectives on the overall risk rating
prescribed to a family and difficulties communicating about risk between FVP partner
agencies.
One of the ways that the challenges of relying upon of multiple risk assessments
appears to be mitigated is through the community-based response to DV that I have
identified in my research. The sharing of the Guilty Plea Synopsis and the DVRM
represent the sharing of risk assessment tools across the FVP partners for the purposes of
creating a streamlined and unified response to DV.
Responding to domestic violence in the risk society
Changes to the societal response to DV have occurred alongside increased
societal awareness of the influence of risk in our daily lives and that we live in the risk
society (Beck, 1992). Working in the risk society has shifted the response DV. The
Coroner’s inquests and the work of the Joint Committee on DV, introduced in Chapter
Two, represented a change in the how DV was perceived. These inquests raised the alarm
regarding the potential DV crisis facing society (Sampson, 2003). In a few short years,
DV went from a private issue that was not addressed by many social service agencies, to
an important, societal crisis requiring attention. As Beck (1992) notes, the risk society is
really the catastrophic society, where there is a danger that the emergency (in this case
DV) threatens to become the norm (p. 79). As a result of the Coroner’s inquests, DV
became increasingly identified as a political issue. As Beck (1992), notes when the
devastation related to an issue is recognized as a “long-term, systematically caused
problem, which can no longer be alleviated at the local level” (p. 31) it becomes a
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political issue requiring political solutions. The issue of DV was taken up by the political
structures in Ontario in an effort to respond to the social nature of the risks associated
with this issue. The Corner’s inquests were an effort to stem the worry of an impending
political catastrophe related to more deaths of women.
Beck (1992) argues that averting and managing potential catastrophes or risks can
include a reorganization of power and authority. One way that this is accomplished is
through the development and implementation of new structures. The creation of new
organization structures allows for power and authority to be co-located and to have a
greater impact in responding to the risks. The FVP is an example of this reorganization
that Beck (1992) identifies. The FVP was created, in part, in response to the Coroner’s
inquests and the identification of the perception of the catastrophic nature of DV and the
need to respond differently to DV. The co-located model of service delivery of the FVP
represents the coming together of powerful agencies to transform the response to DV.
In the risk society, there is greater importance placed on the identification of risks.
The creation of multi-agency organizations such as the FVP has resulted in the increased
use and reliance upon instruments of “definitional risk management” (Beck, 1992, p. 45).
This has led to the development of common language, common knowledge and a
common response to risk (Beck, 1992). Risk has become omnipresent in their work or as
Beck (1992) notes, risk is everywhere. However, the development of knowledge
regarding risks is no longer an individuated process; rather developing collective
knowledge about risks is also important (Beck, 1992). The collection of risk-related
information situates the FVP as a knowledge producing structure. Each FVP partner
agency has an opportunity to identify, assess and determine the risks associated with each
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client they work with. This represents a potential opportunity to build a considerable
amount of knowledge regarding DV-related risks. This was evidenced throughout my
research as participants spoke of gathering information from victims and the mechanisms
that have been developed for sharing with other FVP partner agencies. The result of
many agencies potentially engaging with one victim can result in a considerable amount
of information being gathered that can be used to mitigate the identified risks.
The focus on risk by FVP partner agencies is operationalized according to two
different kinds of risks; societal risks and institutional risks (Munro, 2009). Societal risks
are often associated with front-line practice, including the risk that women and children
will experience additional harm by the alleged offender. The work that is done by the CJS
support agencies and the community-based FVP partner agencies is focused on ensuring
the safety and well-being of women and children once there has been an incident of DV.
My study revealed that the response to the societal risks are textually structured through
the sharing of the Guilty Plea Synopsis and the DVRM.
Another way to understand the work of the FVP is that it enhances the response to
institutional risks associated with DV. Institutional risks are agency-oriented and are
associated with the failure in cases and potentially tragic outcomes (Munro, 2009). In the
risk society there is an increased shift towards holding agencies accountable for their
failings and for an increased emphasis by agencies to make decisions that are defensible
(Beck, 1992). Managing institutional risks requires agencies to rationalize and justify
their performance (Munro, 2009).
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Participants in my study did not discuss the work involved in managing
institutional risks. This makes intuitive sense as the focus of front-line staff is on the
safety and well-being of the victim. However, each of the FVP partner agencies routinely
assess the potential associated with institutional risks, which can be difficult to assess and
respond to. Collectively, the multi-agency service model provides the opportunity to
share and manage institutional risks among the 12 partner agencies. The collective
sharing of both societal and institutional risk occurs, in part, through the sharing of the
Guilty Plea Synopsis and the DVRM which enhances the overall ability to assess and
mitigate societal risks and reduce the potential institutional risks facing each FVP partner
agency. This extension of the criminal justice response to DV to include other community
partners for the purposes of enhancing the assessment and mitigation of risk is akin to the
process of responsibilization as described by Garland (1997).
One of the consequences of responding to DV in the risk society, in an
organizational structure that is risk-focused is that risk becomes very real (Beck, 1992).
Working at the FVP involves constant vigilance in identifying risks, constructing them
through the use of risk assessment tools and addressing them with families. The focus on
risk has also resulted in making the consequences of risk very real for the FVP. The
failure to accurately identify risks in cases of DV can have dire consequences. My
interviews with participants suggested that there is an awareness within the FVP
regarding the Coroner’s inquests that have occurred and the implications of not properly
identifying risk during the course of their work. This understanding of the real
consequences of risks potentially explains the layers of surveillance that have emerged at
the FVP. Maintaining surveillance on families, whether to ensure the safety of the victim
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or to monitor the alleged offender, results in the sharing of responsibility of risk across
FVP partner agencies.
There are important implications associated with the creation of structures such as
the FVP where work occurs within such narrow confines of the risk discourse. For the
organizations, there are increased layers of accountability regarding the construction of
risk knowledge, but for front-line staff this focus on risk may result in missing other
aspects of the family functioning that may reveal strengths that can mitigate potential
concerns. Working in the risk society, within an organizational structure that focuses on
risk may have implications for the social work practice that occurs within these settings.
There is a concern that social work practice that occurs at the FVP will become more
technical and procedural in nature. Continued use and reliance upon risk assessment tools
has the potential to narrow the focus of engagement between social workers and families
which could result in assessments that are not fulsome in nature. This could lead to the
deskilling of professionals and impact the service delivery to clients (Krane & Davis,
2000; Swift & Callahan, 2009). Professionals working in the area of DV may become
overly fixated upon risk factors which could result in reductionist practices which may
address both societal and institutional risks, but that fail to engage service users in any
meaningful way.
Recommendations regarding the reality of risk:
Considering the importance placed on risk, there are recommendations that might
enhance the assessment of risk at the FVP and other DV service providers:
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1. The FVP and other co-located models of service delivery should consider
developing and implementing a single multi-agency risk assessment tool to be
used by each FVP partner agency during their work with an individual or family.
These multi-agency risk assessment tools could improve the sharing of
information between FVP partner agencies and provide them with a common set
of risk factors to consider during the assessment process.
2. The FVP and other co-located models of service delivery should consider the
development of multi-agency screening team designed to collate information from
respective agencies into one risk document. These teams could then ensure that
each family is streamed into the most appropriate services.
3. Provincial governments across Canada should consider the impact of the current
multi-risk assessment landscape and endeavor to work with DV agencies to
coordinate and/or streamline the gathering of information for risk assessments.
4. Schools of social work must develop curriculum that is designed to provide social
work students with opportunities to understand the relationship between social
work and the risk discourse and to develop practices that ensure that social work
assessments encompass aspects of the family beyond the prescribed risk factors.

Suggestions for Future Research
Research on Co-located Domestic Violence Service Models
Research examining the impact of the hub model of service delivery or the Family
Justice Centre (FJC) movement continues to expand. Much of the research literature has
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explored the experience of working in a hub model and the perceived benefits identified
by front-line staff. The Ontario Coalition Responding to Family Violence (OCRFV)
released an evaluation framework in 2016 that focussed on process and outcomes for hub
models in Ontario (Begen & Singh, 2016). Their proposed evaluation plan involved the
development of a logic model to assist co-located models to determine what data was
important. At present, these co-located models of service delivery have not received the
attention from Canadian researchers. Little is known about the efficacy and impact of
these models within a Canadian context.
Included in this area of research is an examination of the statistical impacts
associated with the co-located model of service delivery. Beyond understanding if these
models reduce the rate of DV, a more nuanced approach to research would include an
assessment of the kinds of services that are accessed by each victim. The challenge
identified at the FVP, and applicable to other models in Ontario, is that each partner
agency retains their own client database which limits the ability to track service provision
to each individual victim. As such, little is known about the pathways of service
provision that occur for victims. This would provide greater insight into the kinds of
services being accessed within these models and may lead to improve provision of
service for victims.
Research Area One: Future research should examine co-located models of
service delivery responding to DV to understand their impact. This research
should include an examination of quantitative and qualitative data designed to
influence funding resources.
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Victim Experiences
An acknowledged limitation of my study was the lack of service user participants.
There were numerous challenges in identifying and recruiting service user participants
into this study. As a result, the voice of service users is not as present in my research as I
would have liked. To date, there is not a detailed understanding of the service user
experience at the FVP resulting in a gap of knowledge regarding the impact of this
model. As these co-located models of service delivery become more established across
Ontario and Canada, it is imperative to know what the impact is on the experience of
victims. Future research that examines the FVP or other co-located models of service
delivery should endeavour to place the experience of service users at the forefront of the
research question.
Research Area Two: Future research should examine the experiences of victims
receiving service from co-located models to develop a more fulsome
understanding of the impact of these models of service delivery. This research
should include areas of inquiry related to victim storytelling, impact of multiple
support services and perceived level of accessibility for victims.
Another area for future research is the tracking of which services victims of DV
access when they connect with the FVP or a DV hub. At the FVP, each agency retains
their own database system. As such, there is no method for tracking the provision of
service by FVP partner agencies to service users and no method for determining how
many services are being accessed. This information may be useful in understanding
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which services are most frequently sought out by victims and could aid in improving the
delivery of service to victims.
Make Men Visible
In my research, the men or alleged offenders, were invisible throughout most of
the response by FVP partner agencies. Only the WRPS-DVU and F&CS are mandated to
engage with men regarding their violence. This raises questions regarding the experiences
of men when they are charged with DV-related offences and what happens when their
family receives service from a co-located model such as the FVP. Research has suggested
the men are often ghosts within these systems and demonized for their behaviour, but
little is known about their experiences seeking and receiving service post-criminal charge
or conviction. Future research that explores the help seeking experiences of men who are
charged and/or convicted of DV-related offences could assist in understanding how to
better serve this population. At present, the current co-located models do not provide
service to male offenders, suggesting a potential future opportunity to expand the
continuum of services offered. This may include the development and implementation of
prevention-based or early intervention services for men struggling in their relationship.
Research Area Three: Future research should be conducted to understand the
help-seeking behaviours of men who have been charged and/or convicted of DVrelated crimes. This research should seek to understand the pathways to service
for these men once they have been criminally charged with a DV-related offence.
It should also explore the experiences of these men receiving service while their
family members receive service from a co-located model.
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Epilogue
If you witnessed a horrific crime repeatedly with the same outcome, I wonder
what you might do to stop it from ever happening again? What lengths would you
go to if you could change the outcome? How much time and effort could you
commit to one cause before you realized a sense of futility? Now imagine that you
are part of a team, designed to work on the same crime, but each of you brings a
specific skill, talent and resources. Instead of working alone, pushing the rock up
the hill, you now have many hands placed on the stone. It rolls with greater ease
and despite the enormity of the hill, the work is more manageable now that you
are not alone.
This is the Family Violence Project of the Waterloo Region.
In my professional career, I have often worked alone on the issue of domestic
violence. I have witnessed the futility that comes with working in a silo-based
model where common interests are cast aside in favour of competing mandates. I
have experienced the trivial nature of organization self-interests that limit our
ability to fully support families where domestic violence has occurred. This led
me to search for other options and opportunities to improve how we respond to
this issue.
The FVP stands apart from more traditional models of service because of the
number of agencies that are located under one roof. It is designed to increase the
accessibility to service for victims of domestic violence. The co-location of these
services also means that they can build relationships amongst themselves, which
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may translate into increased knowledge of other services, thereby streamlining
service to victims. As I conducted my research, I spent a lot of time at the FVP,
talking to service providers and informally observing interaction on the floor that
houses the FVP. I can attest to the importance of relationships at the FVP.
I also found that the FVP is a system of service providers with differing mandates,
histories and challenges. The fact that there is no formal FVP policy or procedure
has resulted in work processes that are based in relations of power. There are
some organizations that hold more power in our society and within the FVP they
hold more sway than others. They exude their power in textual ways, creating
processes that are meant to enhance their ability to do their work. Therefore,
using Institutional Ethnography (IE) was an appropriate method of inquiry for
this research. It allowed me to go beyond the work at the FVP, to peer beyond
and see how relations of power are structured using text. Using IE revealed
processes that are not necessarily evident to those that work at the FVP and
provides insight into the ways work is structured. It is also important to
understand that those who work at the FVP are well-intentioned and dedicated to
working on the issue of DV. Their work is structured in ways that they are not
often aware of, which does not detract from their dedication, it provides insight
into their processes.
I want to end my project reminding the reader that women continue to be killed by
their intimate partners in our society. The creation of the FVP and other colocated models, has not stopped the horrors associated with femicide from
happening. I believe that early in the life of the FVP, there was hope that this

243
would be the case, but it is not. The reality of men killing women across Ontario
continues, regardless of how DV services are arranged in each individual
community.
There is a cost associated with relying upon these models of service to improve
the response to DV. The cost of these models must be associated with a reduction
in privacy. The price of reducing the likelihood of another woman dying is that
our society has given up some of their freedom of privacy. If we are determined to
end DV the price of preventing tragedies before they occur is increased
surveillance of our lives. My research found that the surveillance has become a
ubiquitous practice exacted on vicitms of DV at a potentially steep price. Unless
we are prepared to accept more deaths, this price appears to be appropriate.
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Appendix A
FVP Coordinator Script to Invite Participants

Hello, may I please speak with ______________________ (insert name of
parent/caregiver)?

My name is ____________________ (FVP Coordinator. Wilfrid Laurier University
is currently studying the experiences of past clients of the Family Violence
Project which you participated in. I am calling to see if you are interested in
hearing a little bit more about this study, and about what participation would
involve. Is this a good time?

(If no,)
Would you like to hear more about the study another time? (If yes,) When would
be a better time to call back?

(If yes,)

The purpose of this research is to talk to people who received service from at
least two agencies who are partners in the FVP. The study is interested in
understanding the client experiences of service delivery from those who were
serviced at the FVP.

If you agree to participate, I will pass your contact info along to the Researcher
Ian DeGeer. He will ask you questions about your experiences attending FVP.
Interviews will be conducted privately in your home or at the Faculty of Social
Work in Kitchener, whichever you chose. These interviews would take
approximately 1-1.5 hours of your time.
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For participating in this study you will receive $30.00 to thank you for your time. If
you withdraw from the study prior to its completion, you will still receive this gift
for taking the time to answer our questions.
Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be
identified with you will remain confidential.

To ensure your anonymity, we will use a randomly generated ID number that will
be created for you. This will be done utilizing an online random number generator
(www.random.org)2 Only the Research Coordinator and the Principal Investigator
will maintain a master list connecting names and ID numbers, and no other
member of the research team will have access to this information. All your
answers and information will be kept on a secure, password-protected computer
at Wilfrid Laurier University. All paper and electronic data will be destroyed five
years after the completion of the study.

Also, the FVP and all of the partner agencies will not be told if you decided to
participate, nor will they have access to your answers. You choose whether to
discuss your specific involvement in this study, or your answers to any questions
with the FVP. However if you make me or the Researcher aware of any situation
that would lead us to believe that there is a risk of harm to a child, we have a
legal obligation and will report this to Family and Children’s Services.

Results of this study will be shared with participants, with members of the Faculty
of Social Work community, and the FVP. Results may also be submitted to
journals or presented at conferences. The results will be reported only in
aggregate form with no identifying information.

Do you have any questions?

If you are willing to participate in the study, or would just like to hear more about
the study, the Researcher would like to contact you by telephone within the next
week to tell you more about the study. If you choose to participate he/she will set
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up a time to meet with you in person to ask you the questions. Even if you meet
with him/her, you can still choose not to participate.

Would you like to set up a time to meet with the Researcher?

(If no,)
No problem. Thank you for letting me tell you about the project.

(If yes,)

Great. Is it alright if a researcher contacts you with more information about this
study?

YES

NO

Full Name: _______________________________________________________
Phone Number: ___________________________________________________

Best Day/Time to Call: ______________________________________________

E-mail address or other preferable contact information

Do you consider yourself to be part of a cultural minority and if so, would you like the Research
Co-ordinator to be aware of this and/or any specific customs or taboos that may impact your
comfort in, or capacity to, participate in an interview?
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YES

NO

If yes, please describe:

_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________
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Appendix B
VWAP staff Script to Invite Participants

Hello, may I please speak with ______________________ (insert name of
parent/caregiver)?

My name is ____________________ (VWAP staff). Wilfrid Laurier University is
currently studying the experiences of past clients of the Family Violence Project
which you participated in. I am calling to see if you are interested in hearing a
little bit more about this study, and about what participation would involve. Is this
a good time?

(If no,)
Would you like to hear more about the study another time? (If yes,) When would
be a better time to call back?

(If yes,)

The purpose of this research is to talk to people who received service from at
least two agencies who are partners in the FVP. The study is interested in
understanding the client experiences of service delivery from those who were
serviced at the FVP.

If you agree to participate, I will pass your contact info along to the Researcher
Ian DeGeer. He will ask you questions about your experiences attending FVP.
Interviews will be conducted privately in your home or at the Faculty of Social
Work in Kitchener, whichever you chose. These interviews would take
approximately 1-1.5 hours of your time.
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For participating in this study you will receive $30.00 to thank you for your time. If
you withdraw from the study prior to its completion, you will still receive this gift
for taking the time to answer our questions.
Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be
identified with you will remain confidential.

To ensure your anonymity, we will use a randomly generated ID number that will
be created for you. This will be done utilizing an online random number generator
(www.random.org)2 Only the Research Coordinator and the Principal Investigator
will maintain a master list connecting names and ID numbers, and no other
member of the research team will have access to this information. All your
answers and information will be kept on a secure, password-protected computer
at Wilfrid Laurier University. All paper and electronic data will be destroyed five
years after the completion of the study.

Also, the FVP and all of the partner agencies will not be told if you decided to
participate, nor will they have access to your answers. You choose whether to
discuss your specific involvement in this study, or your answers to any questions
with the FVP. However if you make me or the Researcher aware of any situation
that would lead us to believe that there is a risk of harm to a child, we have a
legal obligation and will report this to Family and Children’s Services.

Results of this study will be shared with participants, with members of the Faculty
of Social Work community, and the FVP. Results may also be submitted to
journals or presented at conferences. The results will be reported only in
aggregate form with no identifying information.

Do you have any questions?

If you are willing to participate in the study, or would just like to hear more about
the study, the Researcher would like to contact you by telephone within the next
week to tell you more about the study. If you choose to participate he/she will set
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up a time to meet with you in person to ask you the questions. Even if you meet
with him/her, you can still choose not to participate.

Would you like to set up a time to meet with the Researcher?

(If no,)
No problem. Thank you for letting me tell you about the project.

(If yes,)

Great. Is it alright if a researcher contacts you with more information about this
study?

YES

NO

Full Name: _______________________________________________________
Phone Number: ___________________________________________________

Best Day/Time to Call: ______________________________________________

E-mail address or other preferable contact information

Do you consider yourself to be part of a cultural minority and if so, would you like the Research
Co-ordinator to be aware of this and/or any specific customs or taboos that may impact your
comfort in, or capacity to, participate in an interview?
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YES

NO

If yes, please describe:

_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________

273

Appendix C
Informed Consent Form: Service User

Participant ID Number: ___________

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH – Service User

Title of Study:

An Institutional Ethnography of the Family Violence Project

You are asked to participate in a research study being conducted by Ian DeGeer,
PhD (candidate) from the Faculty of Social Work, Wilfrid Laurier University. IF
YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS OR CONCERNS ABOUT THE RESEARCH,
PLEASE CONTACT THE PRIMARY INVESTIGATOR IAN DEGEER AT
DEGE2060@MYLAURIER.CA (8) (12) OR 905-920-0573 OR PROFESSOR
NANCY FREYMOND, FACULTY ADVISOR, AT 519-884-0710 x 5266 (14). This
study has been approved by Wilfrid Laurier University’s Research Ethics Board
(#4032).

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
The purpose of this study is to understand the collaborative processes that occur
within the Family Violence Project (FVP) of the Waterloo Region. This research
project is attempting to understand how multiple agencies with distinct mandates
address the issue of domestic violence. In order to understand how the FVP
works, I am interested in understanding the experiences of individuals who
received service from two or more agency partners at the FVP. I am hoping to
have 10 service users participate in this study. IN ADDITION, THIS STUDY WILL
EXPLORE THE EXPERIENCES OF STAFF FROM EACH OF THE PARTNER
AGENCIES, THE ARCHTECTS AND COMMUNITY STAKEHOLDERS. I AM
HOPING TO HAVE 20-25 SERVICE PROVIDERS PARTICIPATE IN THIS
STUDY INCLUDING ONE FRONT-LINE SERVICE PROVIDER FROM EACH
PARTNER AGENCY, FIVE MANAGERS FROM PARTNER AGENCIES AND
THE ARCHITECTS FROM THE FVP (9).
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This research will assist the FVP to understand how their services are delivered
and inform the findings of their program evaluation. The findings from this study
may assist similar domestic violence collaborative models in other communities
to improve the ways that services are provided.
PROCEDURES
If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to meet with the
Researcher privately, at your home or at the Faculty of Social Work in Kitchener
to answer questions about your experience receiving service at the FVP. This
interview will last approximately 1-1.5 hours in length. These interviews will be
digitally recorded.
DURING THE COURSE OF THIS STUDY YOU WILL BE ASKED ABOUT
VARIOUS ASPECTS OF YOUR EXPERIENCE ACCESSING SERVICE AT THE
FVP. THE QUESTIONS WILL COVER A NUMBER OF AREAS INCLUDING:
•
•
•
•

YOUR EXPERIENCE WITH THE AGENCIES AT THE FVP
WHAT YOU WERE TOLD ABOUT THE FVP
HOW AGENCIES WORKED TOGETHER TO PROVIDE SERVICE FOR
YOU
THE IMPACT OF THE FVP ON YOUR SAFETY (7)

EVERY PARTICIPANT IN THIS STUDY WILL HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO
REVIEW THE TRANSCRIPT OF THEIR INTERVIEW PRIOR TO THE
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA TAKING PLACE. SHOULD THIS BE OF INTEREST
TO YOU, YOU WILL BE ASKED FOR AN EMAIL ADDRESS TO WHICH THE
TRANSCRIPT WILL BE SENT AND ASKED TO HIGHLIGHT AND CLARIFY
ANY INFORMATION FROM THE INTERVIEW AND TO IDENTIFY ANY PARTS
OF THE INTERVIEW THAT YOU WISH NOT TO BE MADE PUBLIC. (3)

POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS
During the course of participating in an interview, you may be asked about issues
that may be upsetting for you. You may feel worried that the agencies at the FVP
will find out what you said. This is NOT the case. All of the answers provided
during this study are confidential. The FVP, and all of the partner agencies that
provided service to you will not be told if you decided to participate, nor will they
have access to your answers.
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POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO PARTICIPANTS AND/OR TO SOCIETY
Your input will help us to understand the impact that the FVP has on the lives of
individuals and families. The answers that you provide will assist the FVP in
working to continually improve the service that they offer to families where
domestic violence has occurred. As you are aware, there are not many other
services that offer this kind of counselling and your participation will assist in
making sure that these kinds of options exist for families.
We also hope that this research will assist other communities in the development
of a great continuum of services for families where domestic violence has been
an issue.

COMPENSATION
For participating in this study you will receive $30.00 to thank you for your time. If
you withdraw from the study prior to its completion, you will still receive this gift
for taking the time to answer our questions.
CONFIDENTIALITY
Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be
identified with you will remain confidential and will be disclosed only with your
permission.

To ensure confidentiality, you will be assigned a randomly generated ID number.
This will be done utilizing an online random number generator
(www.random.org). Only the researcher will maintain a master list connecting
names and ID numbers. This master list will be kept on a secure, passwordprotected computer at the researchers office. After two years, this list will be
deleted. All paper and electronic data will be destroyed five years after the
completion of the study.
The member agencies of the FVP will not be told if you decided to participate,
nor will they have access to your answers. You choose whether to discuss your
specific involvement in this study, or your answers to any questions, with the
FVP. However if during the course of the interview with you the Research intern
believes that there is a risk of harm to a child he has a legal obligation and will
report this to Family and Children’s Services.
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DISSEMINATION OF FINDINGS (11)
THIS PROJECT IS PART OF THE PHD THESIS OF IAN DEGEER AND THE
RESULTS MIGHT BE PRESENTED AT CONFERENCES OR IN ACADEMIC
JOURNALS (11) Results will be shared with participants in the study, with
members of the Faculty of Social Work community, and partner agencies at the
FVP. Results may also be submitted to journals or presented at conferences.
The results will be reported AS SIMPLE CONCEPTS AND/OR THEMES (5) with
no identifying information.
ALL PARTICIPANTS IN THIS PROJECT WILL BE ABLE TO OBTAIN A TWO
PARAGRAPH SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS OF THIS PROJECT UPON
EMAILING THE RESEARCHER AT DEGE2060@MYLAURIER.CA.

PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL
You can choose whether to be in this study or not. If you volunteer to be in this
study, you may withdraw at any time without consequences of any kind. You may
also refuse to answer any questions you don’t want to answer and still remain in
the study. You may withdraw your data at any point in a one year period following
the initial consent to participate by contacting the Research Coordinator.

RIGHTS OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS
You may withdraw your consent at any time and discontinue participation without
penalty. IF YOU HAVE QUESTIONS REGARDING YOUR RIGHTS AS A
RESEARCH PARTICIPANT, CONTACT:
DR. ROBERT BASSO
CHAIR, RESEARCH ETHICS BOARD
519-884-1970, ext. 4994
rbasso@wlu.ca (12)
Participating in the study may be helpful in letting you express your thoughts and
feelings. However, if you find any of the questions upsetting and need someone
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to talk to, you are encouraged to contact Kitchener Waterloo Counselling
Services at (519) 884-0000.

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE

I have read and understand the above information. I have received a copy of this
form. I agree to participate in this study.

Participant’s signature_________________________ Date ________________

Investigator’s signature_________________________ Date ________________

CONSENT TO USE OF QUOTATIONS

I agree to the use of QUOTATIONS FROM MY INTERVIEW AS PART OF THE
PUBLICATION AND DISSEMENATION OF RESEARCH FINDINGS
(ACADEMIC PAPERS, CONFERENCE PRESENTATIONS, DISSERTATION OF
IAN DEGEER, FVP PROCESS EVALUATION) (13). I understand that I can
participate in the study without consenting to the use of my quotations.

Participant’s signature________________________ Date ________________

Investigator’s signature________________________ Date ________________

Consent for Follow-Up Contact
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Sometimes researchers may wish to contact you to clarify information or to invite
you to any knowledge dissemination activities.

I agree that the research intern or principal investigator may contact me at future
date.

Participant’s signature__________________________ Date ________________

Investigator’s signature_________________________ Date ________________
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Appendix D
Invitation to Participate in a Research Study

You are being invited to participate in the following research study:

Title of Study: An Institutional Ethnography of the Family Violence Project

Participants are currently being sought to participate in a research study being
conducted by Ian DeGeer, PhD (candidate) from the Faculty of Social Work,
Wilfrid Laurier University. This study has been approved by Wilfrid Laurier
University’s Research Ethics Board (#4032).

I am currently seeking participants who are front-line service providers and who
have worked within the FVP setting. I am seeking to interview at least one frontline service provider from each of the partner agencies.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
The purpose of this study is to understand the collaborative processes that occur
within the Family Violence Project (FVP) of the Waterloo Region. I would like to
understand how the work of the FVP is accomplished through having multiple
agencies working on the issue of domestic violence. In order to understand the
work that is done at the FVP this study will explore the experiences of staff from
each of the partner agencies, the architects of the FVP and community
stakeholders.

I am hoping to have 20-25 service providers, including front-line staff, managers
and architects of the FVP participate in this study. This research will assist the
FVP to understand how their services are delivered and will benefit other similar
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domestic violence collaborative models in other communities improve the ways
that service is provided. The findings of this study will also inform an Process
Evaluation of the FVP.

Participants in this study will be asked to meet with the Researcher privately at
the Faculty of Social Work in Kitchener or at an agreed upon location to answer
questions about the work that is done at the FVP. These interviews will last
approximately 1-1.5 hours in length and be will be digitally recorded.
Your input will help us to understand the work that is done at the FVP. The
answers that you provide will assist the FVP in working to continually improve the
service that they offer to families where domestic violence has occurred. As you
are aware, there are not many other services that offer this kind of response to
domestic violence and your participation will assist in making sure that these
kinds of options exist for families.

We also hope that this research will assist other communities in the development
of a great continuum of services for families where domestic violence has been
an issue.

POTENTIAL RISKS
Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be
identified with you will remain confidential and will be disclosed only with your
permission. The unique nature of the FVP and the work done by the partner
agencies is such that while every effort will be taken to ensure confidentiality,
total anonymity cannot be guaranteed.

If you would like to learn more about the study or to volunteer to participate
please contact the Researcher, Ian DeGeer, Phd (candidate) at 905-920-0573 or
ian.degeer@gmail.com.
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Appendix E
Informed Consent Form: Service Provider

Participant ID Number: ___________

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH
Service Providers and Architects

Title of Study:

An Institutional Ethnography of the Family Violence Project

You are asked to participate in a research study being conducted by Ian DeGeer,
PhD (candidate) from the Faculty of Social Work, Wilfrid Laurier University. IF
YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS OR CONCERNS ABOUT THE RESEARCH,
PLEASE FEEL FREE TO CONTACT THE PRIMARY INVESTIGATOR IAN
DEGEER AT DEGE2060@MYLAURIER.CA OR 905-920-0573 (8) (12) OR
PROFESSOR NANCY FREYMOND, FACULTY ADVISOR AT 519-884-0710 x
5266 (14). This study has been approved by Wilfrid Laurier University’s Research
Ethics Board (#4032).

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
The purpose of this study is to understand the collaborative processes that occur
within the Family Violence Project (FVP) of the Waterloo Region. I would like to
understand how the work of the FVP is accomplished through having multiple
agencies working on the issue of domestic violence. In order to understand the
work that is done at the FVP this study will explore the experiences of staff from
each of the partner agencies, the architects of the FVP and community
stakeholders. I am hoping to have 20-25 service providers participate in this
study including one front-line service provider from each partner agency, five
managers from partner agencies, and the architects of the FVP. THIS STUDY
WILL ALSO INCLUDE A MAXIMUM OF 10 SERVICE USERS (9)
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This research will assist the FVP to understand how their services are delivered,
and used to inform the findings of a program evaluation. This study may also
benefit other similar domestic violence collaborative models in other communities
to improve the ways that services are provided.

PROCEDURES
If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to meet with the
Researcher privately at the Faculty of Social Work in Kitchener or at an agreed
upon location to answer questions about the work that is done at the FVP. This
interview will last approximately 1-1.5 hours in length. These interviews will be
digitally recorded.
DURING THE COURSE OF THIS STUDY YOU WILL BE ASKED ABOUT
VARIOUS ASPECTS OF YOUR DAILY WORK WITHIN THE FVP. THE
QUESTIONS WILL COVER A NUMBER OF AREAS INCLUDING:
•
•
•
•
•

YOUR ROLE WITHIN YOUR AGENCY AND THE FVP
HOW YOUR AGENCY DEFINES VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN
EXPLAINING A TYPICAL CASE SCENARIO
IDENTIFICATION OF POINTS OF COLLABORATION
BENEFITS AND CHALLENGES TO WORKING WITHIN THE FVP (7)

THIS STUDY IS INTERESTED IN THE USE OF TEXTS (POLICIES,
PROCEDURES, DOCUMENTS) IN THE COURSE OF THE COLLABORATIVE
PROCESSES. THE RESEARCHER MAY REQUEST, FROM YOU OR YOUR
AGENCY, TO SEE ANY TEXTS THAT ARE REFERENCED DURING THE
INTERVIEW IN ORDER TO PROVIDE CONTEXT TO THE STUDY (2)
POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS
During the course of the interview you will be asked about your work at the FVP
or your relationship to the FVP. You may feel worried that your employer or the
agencies at the FVP will find out what you said. This is NOT the case. All of the
answers provided during this study are confidential. The FVP, and all of the
partner agencies that provided service to you will not be told if you decided to
participate, nor will they have access to your answers.
As you are aware, the FVP is provides a very specialized service within the
community. As such there are very few individuals who hold a similar knowledge
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base to those working within the FVP. The unique nature of the FVP and the
work done by the partner agencies is such that while every effort will be taken to
ensure confidentiality, total anonymity cannot be guaranteed. It may be possible
that the information you share as part of this study will reveal your identity based
entirely upon the content of the interview.
EVERY PARTICIPANT IN THIS STUDY WILL HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO
REVIEW THE TRANSCRIPT OF THEIR INTERVIEW PRIOR TO THE
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA TAKING PLACE. SHOULD THIS BE OF INTEREST
TO YOU, YOU WILL BE ASKED FOR AN EMAIL ADDRESS TO WHICH THE
TRANSCRIPT WILL BE SENT AND ASKED TO HIGHLIGHT AND CLARIFY
ANY INFORMATION FROM THE INTERVIEW AND TO IDENTIFY ANY PARTS
OF THE INTERVIEW THAT YOU WISH NOT TO BE MADE PUBLIC. (3)
POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO PARTICIPANTS AND/OR TO SOCIETY
Your input will help us to understand the work that is done at the FVP. The
answers that you provide will assist the FVP in working to continually improve the
service that they offer to families where domestic violence has occurred. As you
are aware, there are not many other services that offer this kind of response to
domestic violence and your participation will assist in making sure that these
kinds of options exist for families.

We also hope that this research will assist other communities in the development
of a great continuum of services for families where domestic violence has been
an issue.

CONFIDENTIALITY
Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be
identified with you will remain confidential and will be disclosed only with your
permission.
To ensure confidentiality, you will be assigned a randomly generated ID number.
This will be done utilizing an online random number generator
(www.random.org). Only the researcher will maintain a master list connecting
names and ID numbers. This master list will be kept on a secure, passwordprotected computer at the researchers office. After two years, this list will be
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deleted. All paper and electronic data will be destroyed five years after the
completion of the study.
The member agencies of the FVP will not be told if you decided to participate,
nor will they have access to your answers. You choose whether to discuss your
specific involvement in this study, or your answers to any questions, with the
FVP. However if during the course of the interview with you the Researcher
believes that there is a risk of harm to a child he has a legal obligation and will
report this to Family and Children’s Services.
DISSEMINATION OF FINDINGS (11)
THIS PROJECT IS PART OF THE PHD THESIS OF IAN DEGEER AND THE
RESULTS MIGHT BE PRESENTED AT CONFERENCES OR IN ACADEMIC
JOURNALS (11) Results will be shared with participants in the study, with
members of the Faculty of Social Work community, and partner agencies at the
FVP. Results may also be submitted to journals or presented at conferences.
The results will be reported AS SIMPLE CONCEPTS AND/OR THEMES (5) with
no identifying information.
ALL PARTICIPANTS IN THIS PROJECT WILL BE ABLE TO OBTAIN A TWO
PARAGRAPH SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS OF THIS PROJECT UPON
EMAILING THE RESEARCHER AT DEGE2060@MYLAURIER.CA. (10)

PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL
You can choose whether to be in this study or not. If you volunteer to be in this
study, you may withdraw at any time without consequences of any kind. You may
also refuse to answer any questions you don’t want to answer and still remain in
the study. You may withdraw your data at any point in a one year period following
the initial consent to participate by contacting the Research Coordinator.

RIGHTS OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS
You may withdraw your consent at any time and discontinue participation without
penalty. IF YOU HAVE QUESTIONS REGARDING YOUR RIGHTS AS A
RESEARCH PARTICIPANT, PLEASE CONTACT
DR. ROBERT BASSO
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CHAIR, RESEARCH ETHICS BOARD
519-884-1970, ext. 4994
rbasso@wlu.ca (12)
Participating in the study may be helpful in letting you express your thoughts and
feelings. However, if you find any of the questions upsetting and need someone
to talk to, you are encouraged to contact Kitchener Waterloo Counselling
Services at (519) 884-0000.

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE

I have read and understand the above information. I have received a copy of this
form. I agree to participate in this study.

Participant’s name (printed) ______________________

Participant’s signature______________________ Date ________________

Investigator’s signature______________________ Date ________________

CONSENT TO USE OF QUOTATIONS

I agree to the use of QUOTATIONS FROM MY INTERVIEW AS PART OF THE
PUBLICATION AND DISSEMINATION OF RESEARCH FINDINGS (ACADEMIC
PAPERS, CONFERENCE PRESENTATIONS, DISSERTATION OF IAN
DEGEER, FVP PROCESS EVALUATION) (13). I understand that I can
participate in the study without consenting to the use of my quotations.

Participant’s signature_______________________ Date ________________
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Investigator’s signature_______________________ Date ________________

Consent for Follow-Up Contact

Sometimes researchers may wish to contact you to clarify information or to invite
you to any knowledge dissemination activities.

I agree that the researcher may contact me at future date.

Participant’s signature________________________Date ________________

Investigator’s signature_______________________Date ________________
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Appendix F
Interview Protocol: Service Provider
An Institutional Ethnography of the Family Violence Project
I am interested in knowing about collaborative models that are utilized to respond to the
issue of violence against women and the experience of front-line staff involved in this
method of service delivery.
This research project is attempting to understand how multiple agencies with distinct
mandates address the issue of domestic violence. I am interested in how you and your
agency define this issue and understanding what training or preparation workers have had
to work with families where domestic violence has occurred.
•

Can you tell me about your role within your agency? What are your specific tasks
here at the FVP?
o Probe: What is the mandate of your agency? How does this mandate fit
with the mission of the FVP?
o What was your motivation for joining this project?

•

How does your agency define violence against women?
o Where are these definitions located within your agency? (Policies,
procedures etc.)
o What training (if any) did you have before you were involved with FVP
o How does your agency reinforce or promote these definitions or
perspective on this issue?
o Do you think there is a common understanding of purpose of the FVP? Do
agencies hold similar values, ways of talking about the issue, similar
definitions?
o Is the definition of violence used by your agency consistent with their
personal views regarding this issue?

I am interested in understanding how this model of service delivery works. Specifically,
I am interested in understanding the ‘processes’ that occur at the FVP. (Mapping the
process)
•

Can you walk me through a typical case process – How does a family end up
receiving service at the FVP model?
o Probe: eligibility for service, assessments, who makes these decisions?
o How are files assigned?
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o What are the major decision-making points for the FVP? What is the role
of each agency in service provision?
o Are their documents from your agency that guide your work?
o Are their families where domestic violence might have occurred that
would be ineligible for service under this model?
I am interested in understanding the work that you do with the other partners of the FVP.
How do you know when it is appropriate to collaborate with another agency?
o Are there agencies that you collaborate/refer to more often than others?
Why?
o What documents guide the decision making process (ask for a copy)?
o Are their documents that guide your decision to make a referral to another
agency?
o What does collaboration within the FVP look like? Are there processes
that are done with each agency or is it agency specific?
o Are there other collaborations that take place, with agencies outside of
FVP?
o What processes are in place to ensure ongoing collaboration occurs? Jointtraining? Information sessions?
o Are there ways that the agency partners communicate amongst each other?
Perhaps for updates etc?
What are the benefits of delivering service under the FJC model?
•
•

Are there benefits for service users?
Are there specific benefits for agencies/front-line staff?

What are the challenges to delivering service under the FJC model?
•
•

Are there challenges for service users?
Are there specific challenges for agencies/front-line staff?

What have been your experiences being involved in providing service through the
collaborative model?
o Probe – personally, professionally – has being involved in a working in
this model influenced your approach to VAW?
o In what ways do you think working within the model has influenced how
you think about the issue of domestic violence??
In conducting this research, one of the goals is to understand how service is delivered to
families in the hopes of improving the experiences for families where domestic violence
has occurred.
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•

What impact do you think the FVP has had for families?

•

How might the work at the FVP be improved?
o Probe: What are the factors that impede the collaborative process?
Probe: If conflict arises between the two agencies, how is it managed
and/or resolved?
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Appendix G
List of Documents Received

Domestic Violence Risk Management
(DVRM) Form – Waterloo Regional
Police Service

Domestic Violence Unit – Consent to
Share Information – Waterloo Regional
Police Service

Procedure of the Waterloo Regional
Police Service: Domestic Violence
Occurrences – Waterloo Regional Police
Service

Letter from Family & Children’s Services
of the Waterloo Region to the Crown
Attorney’s Office

Appendix B: DVDCR Risk Factor Coding Memorandum of Understanding: Safety
Form – Domestic Violence Death Review Planning for Domestic Violence
Committee
Occurrences Between: Women’s Crisis
Service of Waterloo Region Outreach
Services and Waterloo Regional Police
Service

Family & Children’s Services
Notification Form – Waterloo Regional
Police Service

Guilty Plea Synopsis/Case File Synopsis
(redacted) – Waterloo Regional Police
Service

A Personal Plan – safety planning tool –
Women’s Crisis Services of Waterloo
Region

Policing Standards Manual (2000)
Domestic Violence Occurrences –
Ministry of the Solicitor General

Agreement between Women’s Crisis
Services of Waterloo Region and Family
and Children’s Services of the Waterloo
Region

Confidentiality Form – Women’s Crisis
Services of Waterloo Region
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Strategic Plan Family Violence Project of
Waterloo Region (March 2012) – Family
Violence Project of Waterloo Region

Collaboration in Practice: Children’s Aid
Societies and Violence Against Women
Organizations Collaboration Agreement –
Central West Region – Family and
Children’s Services of Waterloo Region
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Appendix H
Guilty Plea Synopsis/Case File Synopsis (redacted by Waterloo Regional Police
Service)

293

294

Appendix I
Domestic Violence Risk Management Form

295

296

297

298

299

300

301

302
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Appendix J
Domestic Violence Death Review Committee Risk Factor Form
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Appendix K
Memorandum of Understanding: Safety Planning for Domestic Violence
Occurrences Between Women’s Crisis Services of Waterloo Region and Waterloo
Regional Police Service
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306

307

308

309

310

311
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Appendix L
Waterloo Regional Police Service Domestic Violence Unit – Consent to Share
Information
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Appendix M
Waterloo Regional Police Service: Family & Children’s Services Notification Form

